the greenery in the current ring road which will show the people that the proponent is capable of making 
the project successful. The project has to be planned by considering the environmental impacts. The 
proposed alignment may not be sufficient by the time the project has been completed since the city has 
already reached Kolar. Hence, the alignment has to be rechecked. 


Compliance: 


Keeping in view of the present traffic scenarios with the traffic speed <18 kmph implementation 
of PRR is highly essential. Construction of PRR would highly reduce the traffic congestion in the 
upcoming days upon implementation. Proposed PRR is designed for 60 Kmph for main road 
design and 30 Kmph for service road considering local traffic which also includes slow moving 
traffic and non-motorised traffic and pedestrians. Further, plantation activities and rejuvenation 
of lakes will be implemented as per the guidelines and ensured during six monthly compliance 
report submission to MoEF&CC. 


41. Shri. Koteshwar Rao, Soldevanahalli 


He questioned that when will the project be implemented? He stated that his site is located in 
Soladevanahalli which was registered in 2006 and the compensation has not yet been received. He 
questioned if the compensation will be provided as per the 2013 parliament approval compensation 
norms and when will they be provided since he has already been retired from the Bank. He also 
questioned if the project requires 15 years to be implemented? 


Compliance: 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 in 
Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).13461348 
of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


42, Shri. Sunil, Soldevanahalli 


He questioned if the new Preliminary Notification pertaining to the NICE integration lead to the de- 
notification of the earlier notified areas. 


Compliance; 


The new preliminary Notification pertaining to the NICE integration is the subsequent 
notification which will be released in addition to the Final Notification for Land acquisition dt: 
29.06.2007. Further, this will not lead to denotification of earlier areas. 


43, Shri. Pradyumna, 


He expressed that he had some objections pertaining to the benefits of the projects. It is mentioned in the 
report that the travel time will be cut down significantly due to the project and reduce the pollution. 
Current travel time from the longest route to Yelahanka is 1 hr and 45 min. If you want to do any 
equivalent travel using the proposed alignment it couldn’t possibly take anything shorter than that 


because that would imply the vehicle speed is 65 kmph and these are average speeds. This first of all 
would reduce the safety of the road if you have tried crossing NICE Road by foot which is dangerous. This 
will increase travel distances significantly thereby increasing pollution. 


Compliance: 


Proposed PRR is designed for 60 Kmph for main road design and 30 Kmph for service road 
considering local traffic which also includes slow moving traffic and non-motorised traffic and 
pedestrians thereby reducing pollution levels. 


44, Shri. Amit, 


He stated that the road passes through TG Halli catchment area and questioned about the appropriate 
mitigation steps taken. The ground water is already depleting. As per the reports we are the worst 
affected area of the world. He questioned regarding the magnitude of the damage that will be caused to 
the sustainability in terms of water requirements or the project is just designed arbitrarily. He states that 
he doesn’t understand how traffic gains priority than water requirement. He expressed that this project is 
just for the people who just owns cars. 


iance: 


The proposed alignment passes for about 13.65 km within the TG Halli catchment area where a 
total of 7,771 trees will be removed. This affects the ground water resources of the region. 
However, necessary mitigation measures such as plantation of trees in the ratio 1:10, proper 
management of muck so as to not affect the drainage pattern, construction of farm ponds, check 
dams and percolation ponds will be made as part of Catchment Area Treatment Plan to minimize 
the impact on TG Halli catchment area. 


Peripheral Ring road is proposed to access controlled facility for main road traffic which 
comprises of trucks, light commercial vehicles, buses, passenger cars and taxis. 


45, Shri. Siddarth, Kadugodi 


He enquired about the petronet pipeline passing near Sheegihalli and the precautions taken by the BDA 
and Government. 


Compliance: 


Shri. H. R. Shantharajanna, Engineer Member, BDA explained that all the technical details will be 
discussed with the Petronet department and necessary precautionary measures will be taken as 
per the guidelines. 


Discussions in this regard were already initiated with Petronet MHB authorities on 28.05.2020 
and 29.05.2020. All the construction activities will be initiated upon obtaining requisite 
approvals from the requisite Authorities. Further, necessary precautionary measures such as 
Emergency Preparedness Plan, prohibition of mechanical excavation, blasting in the surrounding 


\ 


{ 


(% 


X 


area of the pipeline & periodic onsite emergency mock drill will be ensured during construction 
phase upon necessary consultation and approvals from requisite authority. The details and brief 
protocol to be followed in case of such incidents are addressed in Section 7.11 of Chapter-7. 


46. Shri. Aravind, 


He stated that the project affected people are all those who are found in the region locally and the people 
are struggling to utilize their lands either for agriculture or sell it. As per the presentation the alignment 
passes through the TG Halli catchment area and near Avalahalli forest area. There are peacocks, jackals, 
black naped hare and so many reptiles in this forest area. BDA has proposed Road Over Bridges, Road 
Under bridges which is applicable to human. He questioned about the provisions made for the movement 
of animals because in the NICE Road we encounter so many deaths of leopards. Hence such situations 
must not occur in this project. Shri. Aravind requested that provisions for animal movements be made as 
part of the project so that the study area will improve. 


Compliance: 


Shri. Shivanand M. Dambal, M/s Environmental Health & Safety Consultants Pvt. Ltd. explained 
that the necessary forest and wildlife clearances for the project is under progress. During the 
approval of the clearances, the Forest and Wildlife Department will issue several conditions 
pertaining to the suggestions made by you and all those conditions will be complied. 


Animal underpasses are also proposed for the movement of livestock/small and medium sized 
mammals along with reptiles from one side to the other side of the PRR for grazing or other 
behavioral activities. The locations animal passes will be decided in consultation with villagers at 


the time of execution. 
47, Shri. Aakash, 


He stated that the area on either sides of PRR is left for commercial purpose and the people will park 
their vehicles in the 100 m wide road which will lead to traffic again. He questioned about the plan to 


prevent this. 


Compliance: 

Shri. H. R. Shantharajanna, Engineer Member, BDA explained that the project is proposed for 
access control and is for true traffic so that the exits and entries will be near the villages or major 
road crossings wherever it will happen. It is not specifically for commercial developments. 
Further, necessary parking spaces will be provided alongside the proposed wayside amenities 
such as bus shelters, rest areas and toll plazas to reduce traffic on main roads. However, the 
parking space pertaining to the commercial activities along the adjacent lands are to be decided 
by the respective land owners. 


48, Shri. Venugopal, Sheegehalli 
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Plantation of tree species suitable to Agro climatic zone with characteristics such as 
pollution attenuation, higher growth rate, tolerant to extreme conditions, agro forestry, 
timber yielding, NTFPs, Fruiting, social and economic values will restore the ecological 
value. Further, avenue plantation of Air Pollution Tolerant tree species reduces the impacts 
of air pollution over a period of time. 


To compensate the forest diversion, 14.60 ha (36.10 acres) of Compensatory Afforestation 
land has been identified in Sy. No 156 of Mantapa Village, Jigani Hobli, Anekal Taluk, 
Bangalore Urban District which is adjacent to Bannerghatta National Park and found 
suitable for compensatory afforestation and management point of view. As per the National 
Green Highways Policy, 2015 trees in the ratio 1:10 will be planted in the proposed green 
space along the Highway and an MoU will be entered with the Karnataka Forest 
Department for planting trees in designated areas suggested by the Forest Department. 


Out of 33,838 trees, about 13,052 trees belong to Eucalyptus spp. which are considered to 
be responsible for ground water depletion in the region. Hence, as per the Government 
Order dt:25.02.2017 these trees have to be removed. Further, there is a possibility of 
retaining 5,861 trees within the green space (5 m x 2) within RoW. Further, trees with basal 
girth size <100 cm with good survival capacity will be transplanted based on their age and 
ecological significance. Therefore, a continual effort is being made to reduce the impact of 
PRR on trees. 


14. Riyyah & Sum Advocates, NO. 17, Dispensary Road, Bangalore 560001 


Obiection/ bs: 
OBJECTIONS TO MEETING PROPOSED ON 18.08.2020 


The Central Government has issued guidelines on 29.07.2020 and under the same the proposed 
public meeting cannot be held as senior citizens and other public are advised to stay at home and 
moreover, there will be not proper social distancing endangering the lives of many who wish to 
attend. 


Also, this matter concerns not only land owners but public like us who are concerned about the 
environment of our city. It should be held ina central area where all areas of Bangalore city will be 
represented. Even the premises of BDA will be okay and not a remote area of a village where it Is 
organized. 


IMPACT OF PRR ON THE ENVIRONMENT OF BANGALORE. 


We are concerned about the impact on the environment, in the event of the proposed peripheral 
ring being made. 


It was earlier estimated that about 33,000/- trees were to be killed but now it is learnt that a 
number of villages were left out of the surveys, so that the actual number of trees is going to be 
about 50,000 trees. 


These trees about to be killed belong to a wide variety of species and have gradually survived and 
grown between 30 to 50 years (some of them are about 80 years old). It is impossible for this to be 
replaced as it will take another 30 to 50 years. 


New trees proposed to be planted, will be of variety that may be more parasitical than salutary to 
the improvement of environment. 


For instance, most of the existing trees are fruits bearing or otherwise useful and shed their leafs 
once in two to three years, whereas these fast growth trees shed leafs the whole year through 
creating excessive debris on the roads and then decomposition spoils the environment more than 
the composite it generated. Decomposition as you know produces harmful products including 
methane gases. 


ALTERNATIVELY: 


The only conceivable purpose of the PRR is to decongest traffic by bypassing it, IS IT REALLY 
NESCESSARY TO HAVE SUCH A WIDE ROAD? 


90 percent of the traffic will definitely enter Bangalore as a stopover and to unload their goods, 
such a wide PRR is not necessary. 


WOULD NOTA 60 METER ROAD, BEEN SUFFICIENT. 


A 60 meter road would be easier to construct and impact the environment would be less than 40 
percent of a wider road. 


Fly overs at all junctions will be less in length and cost of construction. 


A 100 meter road will impact the environment in many ways including the damage to flora and 
fauna and its impact on lakes, course of flow of rain water and bring down the water level in some 
areas and flood the other areas at the time of heavy rain and a narrower road is easier to manage 
these problems. 


We request that entire project be dropped or at least reduced to 60 meters so that it impact on the 
environment is less. 


Compliance: 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the 
present pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as 
per the guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such 
as thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand 
sanitizers, seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two separate platforms 
with social distancing. 


Further, the Environmental Public Hearing for the proposed project was held at Nityotsava 
Marriage and Convention Centre, Singanayakanahalli, Doddaballapura Road, Near 
Avalahalli Village, Yelahanka Taluk, Bengaluru which is at a distance of 2.35 km from the 
proposed project alignment which is well within the city. 


Subsequently, keeping in view of the present COVID-19 pandemic situation, a Virtual 
Environmental Public Hearing was conducted on 23.09.2020 to obtain the views of the 
public. Further, the comments/suggestions/objections were submitted by the public from 
July, 2020 to November, 2020 to the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and 
Bangalore Development Authority Office through oral/written submissions or e-mail. The 
Compliance to all these comments/suggestions/objections will be published in the BDA 
official website for the public to go through it. 


The tree enumeration has been carried out in the proposed PRR alignment as per the Final 
Notification dt: 29.06.2007 issued by Government of Karnataka. Out of 33,838 trees, there is 
a possibility of retaining 5,861 trees within the green space (5 m x 2) within RoW. Further, 


trees with basal girth size <100 cm with good survival capacity will be transplanted based 
on their age and ecological significance. Further, tree species suitable to Agro climatic zone 
with characteristics such as pollution attenuation, higher growth rate, tolerant to extreme 
conditions, agro forestry, timber yielding, NTFPs, Fruiting, social and economic values will 
be selected for green belt development. 


Traffic analysis studies shows that the vehicular traffic may increase three times and the 
proposed PRR with 100 m RoW will reach its capacity in the years 2045 (Tumakuru Road to 
Ballari Road), 2043 (Ballari road to OMR) and 2049 (OMR to Hosur Road) respectively 
thereby reliving the traffic congestion in the metropolitan region. The project is planned as 
a requirement for the future of Bangalore city traffic beyond ORR. 


15. Chitra Chengappa, Accounts Executive, People for animals, Mob: 9741463232 

16. Colonel Dr. Navaz Shariff, Ex-DIG of Police, MVSc (Veterinary Medicine), NHEHMS (IVRI), Chief 
Veterinarian and General Manager People for Animals, Bangalore. Mob:9741783232 
I am writing to you from Pfa Wildlife Rescue and Conservation Centre, Bangalore. I write to you 
today on behalf of our organization to express our strong opposition to the Peripheral Ring Road 
Project where 33,0000 trees are likely to be felled. As you might be aware, every tree is home to 
several species of wildlife and the habitat of innumerable species will be destroyed if the project 
proceeds as planned. 


With over 2 decades of efforts in saving the wildlife of the city, we have experiences the impact of 
urbanization has had on the city’s wildlife. With habitat conservation being one of our biggest 
challenges today, we request an alternative approach to the PRR project that does not jeopardize 
the city’s ecology. 


We feel that urbanization and wildlife conservation should be a balanced affair. 
Compliance: 

The PRR alignment is located at a distance of 7.90 km from the boundary of Bannerghatta 
National Park. The construction activities are carried out well away from the National 
Park, Further, the area surrounding the National Park is an urban landscape with 
concrete structures and no wildlife corridors are located along PRR alignment which 
affects the wildlife. However, necessary mitigation measures such as avoiding construction 


activities during time, proper muck management and water sprinkling activities will be 
ensured so as not to disturb the wildlife of Bannerghatta National Park. 


17. Pratik Ghosh “4 
Iam writing this letter to you in support of Peripheral Ring Road, and we understand that some 


anti development lobby is writing to you to scrap old EIA, and thereby delaying the process and 
project beyond limit. 


Please stop paying heed to anti developmental group and have strong legal opinion to go ahead 
with the project. If you need citizen support in favour of PRR, Please let us know and we will gather 
support from different groups. 


Compliance: 


Positive response 


18. Sri S.K. Vijaykumar, 852, Cinema Road, Doddaballapur-561203, Bangalore Rural District 
Qbjections/comments: 


Please note that paper publication was issued in Deccan Herald on 17.07.2020 w.r.t the above 
referred subject project. Efforts were made to obtain the available documents related to the 
project from the website of concerned departments. Please find herein my Objections to the said 
proposed project submitted in person at the public hearing venue which may kindly be 
acknowledged. 


BEFORE DISPOSAL OF C.A.No.2566/2019 


1) The project proponent has wrongly applied the proposed project on 12.11.2019 under 
“APPENDIX | (see Paragraph-6) Category ‘B’” whereas admits in the said application that 
there is a Court order to consider the said project under Category ‘A’ thereby completely 
misleading the Regulatory Authority in framing the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the 
proposed project. 

2) The project is appraised by SEIAA-Karnataka, which is a Non-Jurisdictional Authority, 
since as admitted by the project proponent in their application that there is Court order to 
consider the project under Category ‘A’. In that case, all category ‘A’ projects shall be 
appraised at the Central level viz., MoEF&CC, New Delhi as per EIA Notification 2006, 


The application for obtaining ToRs was submitted on 13.11.2019 during which the said 
Supreme Court case (C.A.No.2566/2019) was still under scrutiny. However, as per the 
directions of Hon’ble NGT and without prejudice to the orders of the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court, fresh application was submitted to SEIAA for issue of ToRs for the project. Further, 
as per Clause J. 83 (IV &V) of the Supreme Court Judgement dt:17.03.2020, it was directed 
that the proponent submit the application to SEIAA/SEAC and obtain necessary clearances 
prior to the consideration for issue of Environmental Clearance. 


3) The project proponent has falsely mentioned in the application that the project does not 
attract the General Condition, whereas in the same application and PFR admits that the 
project falls under S.No. 7(f) Highways in the schedule as per EIA Notification 2006 thereby 
taking a contradicting stand/ decision. As per the EIA Notification against the S.No.7(f) 
Highways under column (5) mentions that General Condition shall apply which material 
fact is completely suppressed by the project proponent. 


Compliance: 

The Hon'ble Supreme Court pronounced its judgment on 17.03.2020, wherein it was 
clarified that the project is qualified to be an ‘expressway’ and directed to obtain the EC 
as per Schedule 7(f) of the EIA Notification, 2006 and its amendments. The Hon'ble 
Supreme Court also directed SEAC and SEIAA to appraise the project in accordance with 


the Notification. 


4) The General Condition mentions, - “Any project or activity specified in Category ‘B’ will be 
treated as category ‘A’, if located in whole or in part within 5km from the boundary of : (i) 
Protected areas notified under the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 (53 of 1972); (ii) 
Critically polluted areas as identified by the Central Pollution Control Board constituted 
under the Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1974 (6 of 1974) from time to 
time; (iii) Eco-sensitive areas as notified under sub-section (2) of Section 3 of the 
Environment (Protection)Act, 1986, and (iv) inter-state boundaries and international 
boundaries and hence even if the proposed project is Category ‘B’ the same shall be treated 
as category ‘A’ as per EIA Notification 2006. 
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the greenery in the current ring road which will show the people that the proponent is capable of making 
the project successful. The project has to be planned by considering the environmental impacts. The 
proposed alignment may not be sufficient by the time the project has been completed since the city has 
already reached Kolar. Hence, the alignment has to be rechecked. 


Compliance: 


Keeping in view of the present traffic scenarios with the traffic speed <18 kmph implementation 
of PRR is highly essential. Construction of PRR would highly reduce the traffic congestion in the 
upcoming days upon implementation. Proposed PRR is designed for 60 Kmph for main road 
design and 30 Kmph for service road considering local traffic which also includes slow moving 
traffic and non-motorised traffic and pedestrians. Further, plantation activities and rejuvenation 
of lakes will be implemented as per the guidelines and ensured during six monthly compliance 
report submission to MoEF&CC. 


41, Shri. Koteshwar Rao, Soldevanahalli 


He questioned that when will the project be implemented? He stated that his site is located in 
Soladevanahalli which was registered in 2006 and the compensation has not yet been received. He 
questioned if the compensation will be provided as per the 2013 parliament approval compensation 
norms and when will they be provided since he has already been retired from the Bank. He also 
questioned if the project requires 15 years to be implemented? 


Compliance; 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 in 
Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).13461348 
of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


42, Shri. Sunil, Soldevanahalli 


He questioned if the new Preliminary Notification pertaining to the NICE integration lead to the de- 
notification of the earlier notified areas. 


Compliance; 


The new preliminary Notification pertaining to the NICE integration is the subsequent 
notification which will be released in addition to the Final Notification for Land acquisition dt: 
29.06.2007. Further, this will not lead to denotification of earlier areas. 


43, Shri. Pradyumna, 


He expressed that he had some objections pertaining to the benefits of the projects. It is mentioned in the 
report that the travel time will be cut down significantly due to the project and reduce the pollution. 
Current travel time from the longest route to Yelahanka is 1 hr and 45 min. If you want to do any 
equivalent travel using the proposed alignment it couldn’t possibly take anything shorter than that 


because that would imply the vehicle speed is 65 kmph and these are average speeds. This first of all 
would reduce the safety of the road if you have tried crossing NICE Road by foot which is dangerous. This 
will increase travel distances significantly thereby increasing pollution. 


Compliance: 


Proposed PRR is designed for 60 Kmph for main road design and 30 Kmph for service road 
considering local traffic which also includes slow moving traffic and non-motorised traffic and 
pedestrians thereby reducing pollution levels. 


44, Shri. Amit, 


He stated that the road passes through TG Halli catchment area and questioned about the appropriate 
mitigation steps taken. The ground water is already depleting. As per the reports we are the worst 
affected area of the world. He questioned regarding the magnitude of the damage that will be caused to 
the sustainability in terms of water requirements or the project is just designed arbitrarily. He states that 
he doesn’t understand how traffic gains priority than water requirement. He expressed that this project is 
just for the people who just owns cars. 


Compliance: 


The proposed alignment passes for about 13.65 km within the TG Halli catchment area where a 
total of 7,771 trees will be removed. This affects the ground water resources of the region. 
However, necessary mitigation measures such as plantation of trees in the ratio 1:10, proper 
management of muck so as to not affect the drainage pattern, construction of farm ponds, check 
dams and percolation ponds will be made as part of Catchment Area Treatment Plan to minimize 
the impact on TG Halli catchment area. 


Peripheral Ring road is proposed to access controlled facility for main road traffic which 
comprises of trucks, light commercial vehicles, buses, passenger cars and taxis. 


45, Shri. Siddarth, Kadugodi 


He enquired about the petronet pipeline passing near Sheegihalli and the precautions taken by the BDA 
and Government. 


Compliance: 


Shri. H. R. Shantharajanna, Engineer Member, BDA explained that all the technical details will be 
discussed with the Petronet department and necessary precautionary measures will be taken as 
per the guidelines. 


Discussions in this regard were already initiated with Petronet MHB authorities on 28.05.2020 
and 29.05.2020. All the construction activities will be initiated upon obtaining requisite 
approvals from the requisite Authorities. Further, necessary precautionary measures such as 
Emergency Preparedness Plan, prohibition of mechanical excavation, blasting in the surrounding 


area of the pipeline & periodic onsite emergency mock drill will be ensured during construction 
phase upon necessary consultation and approvals from requisite authority. The details and brief 
protocol to be followed in case of such incidents are addressed in Section 7.11 of Chapter-7. 


46, Shri. Aravind, 


He stated that the project affected people are all those who are found in the region locally and the people 
are struggling to utilize their lands either for agriculture or sell it. As per the presentation the alignment 
passes through the TG Halli catchment area and near Avalahalli forest area. There are peacocks, jackals, 
black naped hare and so many reptiles in this forest area. BDA has proposed Road Over Bridges, Road 
Under bridges which is applicable to human. He questioned about the provisions made for the movement 
of animals because in the NICE Road we encounter so many deaths of leopards. Hence such situations 
must not occur in this project. Shri. Aravind requested that provisions for animal movements be made as 
part of the project so that the study area will improve. 


Compliance: 


Shri. Shivanand M. Dambal, M/s Environmental Health & Safety Consultants Pvt. Ltd. explained 
that the necessary forest and wildlife clearances for the project is under progress. During the 
approval of the clearances, the Forest and Wildlife Department will issue several conditions 
pertaining to the suggestions made by you and all those conditions will be complied. 


Animal underpasses are also proposed for the movement of livestock/small and medium sized 
mammals along with reptiles from one side to the other side of the PRR for grazing or other 
behavioral activities. The locations animal passes will be decided in consultation with villagers at 
the time of execution. 


47, Shri. Aakash, 


He stated that the area on either sides of PRR is left for commercial purpose and the people will park 
their vehicles in the 100 m wide road which will lead to traffic again. He questioned about the plan to 
prevent this. 


Compliance: 


Shri. H. R. Shantharajanna, Engineer Member, BDA explained that the project is proposed for 
access control and is for true traffic so that the exits and entries will be near the villages or major 
road crossings wherever it will happen. It is not specifically for commercial developments. 
Further, necessary parking spaces will be provided alongside the proposed wayside amenities 
such as bus shelters, rest areas and toll plazas to reduce traffic on main roads. However, the 
parking space pertaining to the commercial activities along the adjacent lands are to be decided 
by the respective land owners. 


48, Shri. Venugopal, Sheegehalli 
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He questioned if we build a house in the green belt what will be the basis of the compensation. 
49, Shri. Suresh, Yalahanka 


He stated that the Outer Ring Road has been saturated in 20 years and questioned how long will the PRR 
take to get saturated. He suggested that a circular railway/metro project would be more cost effective, 
would consume less land and would meet the purpose of the project. 


He stated that the PRR intersects the Bellary Road somewhere near Kogilu road and either sides so many 
buildings have come up including some workshops. He questioned about what is being done about that. 
In 2007 the PRR notification was released and hence any construction activities are not allowed since the 
final notification has been done. Apart from that near Airport road and OMR cloverleaf structures are 
proposed due to increase in traffic in order to avoid signal. Land is separately being acquired and the 
buildings will be avoided. 


Compliance: 


Keeping in view of the present traffic scenarios with the traffic speed <18 kmph implementation 
of PRR is highly essential. Construction of PRR would highly reduce the traffic congestion in the 
upcoming days upon implementation. Proposed PRR is designed for 60 Kmph for main road 
design and 30 Kmph for service road considering local traffic which also includes slow moving 
traffic and non-motorised traffic and pedestrians. As per the report, the vehicular traffic may 
increase three times and the road network may severely congest in the city. Further, it would be 
beneficial to the commercial vehicles which are not allowed in ORR. 


50, Shri. Umashankar, Konappana agrahara 


He stated that NICE project involved land acquisition since 20 years and now for PRR land is being 
acquired. He requested clarity pertaining to the compensation for land acquisition and by whom it will be 
provided. Road project will be good in developmental aspects. 


Compliance: 


Shri. Shivanand M. Dambal, M/s Environmental Health & Safety Consultants Pvt. Ltd. explained 
that if the land has been acquired for NICE project the compensation will be provided by them and 
if it has been acquired for PRR the compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court 
Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous 
Application No(s).13461348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


51, Shri. Munendra, Kadugodi 


He questioned regarding the trees to be felled for the project and the location for compensatory tree 
plantation activities. He also expressed that Bangalore is known as dust city and dust is seen deposited 
everywhere and questioned how will this be controlled. 


Compliance; 


Shri, Santhosh Kumar T. M., representative of M/s Environmental Health & Safety Consultants Pvt. 
Ltd. explained that 40,000 to 50,000 trees have been planned to be planted within the Right of 
Way (RoW). Rest of the trees will be planted upon discussion with KFD by entering a MoU by 
Identifying the area for planting. The trees will be planted in 1:10 ratio. The trees will be planted 
in and around Bangalore. Further, water sprinkling activities will be done thrice a day during 
construction phase to avoid deposition of dust on leaves. Maintenance of greenery during 
operation phase also includes watering activities which would also remove the deposition of dust 
on trees. 


Shri. Rajesh, Rajajinagar: He stated that people need suburban and metros but the PRR project is for 
movement of heavy vehicles. The present day a traffic situation terrifies the people increasing the risk of 
accidents, Due to PRR heavy vehicles and trucks move outside the city which would reduce the traffic 
conditions within the city. This would enhance the ease of movements for small vehicles and development 
of cycle paths will be seen. 


Compliance: 
Positive response. 
52, Mr. Charan, Jalahalli 


He stated that he opposes the project due to tree removal but the project is important in terms of 
development of the city. He requested to compensate the tree removal by planting trees effectively and 
ensure its maintenance. He also stated that his land is being acquired for the project, as mentioned in the 
report, his land mainly consists of more than 8000 eucalyptus trees and that there is no use of these trees. 
Therefore, he requested that these trees be removed and plantation of trees helpful to the local birds and 
mammals be done so that habitat is created. He also explained that no provision for wildlife crossings and 
animal passages in NICE Road has been done. The condition of the Road is worst and is frequently being 
used by ambulances. This is mainly due to the better road connectivity which is helpful in saving lives. 


He also stated that the PRR passes through the Jarakabandekaval RF and requested that necessary 
precautionary measures be taken so as not to harm its biodiversity. In addition to this, the project has 
been delayed since 15 years and is problematic to the farmers. Therefore, proper compensation as per the 
norms be provided at the earliest and implement the project. 


He also expressed that if BDA Officials and KSPCB officials travel in bus along with him he himself would 
buy tickets for them only to show the extent of traffic and its problematic conditions. 
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Compliance: 


Plantation of tree species suitable to Agro climatic zone with characteristics such as pollution 
attenuation, higher growth rate, tolerant to extreme conditions, agro forestry, timber yielding, 
NTFPs, Fruiting, social and economic values will restore the ecological value. Further, avenue 
plantation of Air Pollution Tolerant tree species reduces the impacts of air pollution over a period 
of time. 


Animal underpasses are also proposed for the movement of livestock/small and medium sized 
mammals along with reptiles from one side to the other side of the PRR for grazing or other 
behavioral activities. The locations animal passes will be decided in consultation with villagers at 
the time of execution. Construction activities in Jarakabandekaval RF will be carried out under 
the guidance of the KFD upon obtaining requisite clearances and approvals with necessary 
precautionary measures so as to reduce the impacts on biodiversity. Further, construction 
activities during night will be strictly prohibited. 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 in 
Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).13461348 
of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


53. Shri. Sunil, 
He enquired about the preliminary notification pertaining to the change in alignment at NICE junction. 
Compliance: 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 in 
Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).13461348 
of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


54. Shri. Umesh Reday, 


He questioned about the survey number through which the alignment passes and that it has be published 
in the newspaper. How long will it take for it to be notified in the papers? 


Compliance: 


The survey number wise details through which the alignment passes has been given in the Final 
Notification dt: 29.06.2007 issued by Government of Karnataka. The same is enclosed as 
Annexure in the EIA/EMP report. 


55. Mr. Aravind, 


They questioned as to when the answers to the queries/suggestions asked during the meeting and 
requested to provide any date or mode of publishing the answers. She expressed that all these answers 


has to be answered earlier and not that the construction activities be initiated before the public receives 
their answers so that all the time spent today will not be wasted. 


Compliance; 


Shri. Santhosh Kumar T. M., representative of M/s Environmental Health & Safety Consultants Pvt. 
Ltd. answered that all the suggestions received by BDA and PCB will be answered all together in 
another two months before finalizing the EIA report. Shri. Santhosh Kumar T. M. answered that 
all the answers will be complied before the initiation of construction activities and that it will be 
published in the PCB website. 


Shri. Aravind: He would like to thank for the time being provided for the project discussion and that the 
presentation had so many details but the slides were moved fast and we were not able to see it in detail. 
He asked if the presentation be available for reference. 


Shri. Santhosh Kumar T. M. answered that the presentation was the summary of the report 
available in the KSPCB Website and can be referred. He also informed to send a request for the e- 
mail eebdaprr@gmail.com so that a copy of the presentation can be sent through e-mail. 


56. Shri. Amarnarayan, Channasandra 


He stated that about 1810 acres of land is being acquired and thousands of farmers are dependent on this 
land for their livelihood. He expressed that the utilization of organic fertilizer has become very less and 
instead inorganic fertilizers are being used due to the reason that the land will be acquired for 
construction of road. He requested that a suitable rapid compensation be provided for the farmers at the 
earliest. 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 in 
Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).13461348 
of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


57, Shri. Srinivas, Sheegihalli 


He stated that he needed clarity pertaining to the survey numbers and change in the alignment near 
Sheegihalli. 


Compliance: 


The survey number wise details through which the alignment passes has been given in the Final 
Notification dt: 29.06.2007 issued by Government of Karnataka. The same is enclosed as 
Annexure in the EIA/EMP report. 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 in 
Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1346 1348 
of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


58. Shri. Rajgopal, 


He expressed that the main suspicion that is there on people's mind is that tree density in Bangalore and 
surrounding area has reduced from 70% to 30%. That means adequate afforestation has not been 
carried out whenever there is deforestation. The ratio of 1:10 is not implemented. In this particular case, 
would it be possible to first plant the trees and then everyone would get to know that the greenbelt plan 
is being implemented and then the construction be initiated. 


Compliance: 


Dr. H. R. Shantharajanna, Engineer Member, BDA explained that as everyone knows that about 
33,838 trees are being removed and there are 13,00 trees are eucalyptus which are to be 
removed anyways as per the Government Order. The impact will be on 23,000 trees and in order 
to compensate the 50,000 trees will be planted in the 5m greenery area on either sides of the 
road. The existing trees in the greenery area will also be retained. The amount for the same has 
already be allocated. In addition to this, plantation activities will also be carried out in the area 
designated by Karnataka Forest Department by entering a MoU with them. There is a program 
for planting more number of trees. 


59, Shri. Pavan, BMS College student 


He stated that in order to compensate the tree removal green belt development plan has been done. He 
expressed his concern about the ecological loss in the area due to tree removal. He expressed that we 
cannot alter the ecology of any region and recreate it anywhere else. 


Compliance: 


Shri. C. Siddaramaiah, Senior Environmental Officer, Karnataka State Pollution Control Board 
explained that in any project the ecological damage will be anticipated and the ecological loss 
will be compensated in the regions where the green belt will be developed. The ecological loss will 
be compensated by enhancing the greenery in the region in any alternative suggested by the 
Karnataka Forest Department. 


Shri. Santhosh Kumar T. M., representative of M/s Environmental Health & Safety Consultants Pvt. 
Ltd. explained that we will look into how best we can manage the greenery in the region and take 
suggestions pertaining to it before implementation. 


60. Shri. V Nagesh, Kogilu 


He stated that details of compensation has not been discussed yet and asked regarding the finalization of 
the compensation. 


Compliance: 


Dr, H. R. Shantharajanna, Engineer Member, BDA explained that the land acquisition process is a 
complex process and it has been instructed that it be done as part of PPP (Public Private 
Partnership) for such mega projects. Hence tender will be called for such works. 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 in 
Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).13461348 
of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


i Dig Document 


er ° 
© RIGHT to Inform 


S{Ssuad! 


HIGa % 


Bilan A ot-20n6& » 
wir Zur 


COMPLIANCE TO COMMENTS / OBJECTIONS 
RECEIVED IN WRITTEN / E-MAIL TO KSPCB AND 
BDA WITH RESPECT TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

PUBLIC HEARING HELD ON 18.08.2020 AND 

VIRTUAL ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEARING 


HELD ON 23.09.2020 


A) 


ENVIRONMENT RELATED ISSUES 


: Dow 
‘Righy foj ae iss; 


he... 
~ 2 “Om ag;, . 
Os 


ed 


Oxgut 


COMPLIANCE TO COMMENTS / OBJECTIONS RECEIVED IN WRITTEN / E-MAIL TO KSPCB 
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Praveen Kumar Grandhi 

Sujata Grandhi 

Varadarajan Raman, Sowbhagya Apartment, Flat A2, 80 Feet Road, HAL 3rde Stage, Benagluru- 
560075 

Sumitra Varadarajan, Sowbhagya Apartment, Flat A2, 80 Feet Road, HAL 3rde Stage, Benagluru- 
560075 

Samar Shailendra 

RA Sridhar 

Rima Kashyap 


Objection/ : 
To all concerned citizens and residents of Bengaluru: 


We have an opportunity to save over 33,000 trees, forest land, catchment areas, a few lakes and 
widespread ecological destruction! The Covid pandemic has scientific links to the destruction of the 
environment and preventing one in the future would demand our utmost sensitivity to any 
avoidable, large scale destruction. Green cover in Bengaluru is already reduced to less than 3%! 
You can learn more about the PRR project below; 


A)PRR (Peripheral Ring Road) project description: involves such widespread destruction of trees 
(33,838 in all), direct impact on T G Halli catchment area, with destruction of 9,304 trees, 631 
trees falling in Jarakabande RF where forest diversion of 10.12 Ha is proposed, the attendant 
impact on flora and fauna in the region and likely impact upon 1433 on residential/commercial 
structures and 18 agricultural lands and assets, 6 lakes along the alignment and 3.5 kms of a 
critical gas pipeline intersecting the alignment, impacting an estimated 5,00,000 to 10,00,000 
population etc. at a cost of Rs. 15,111/- Crores 


“Based on an erroneous Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) report, the BDA argued for about 
four years that only 200 trees would be cut for the project. The National Green Tribunal (NGT) 
rejected the report based on the submission by the Horticulture. When the NGT directed for a fresh 
EIA, the BDA contested the same in the Supreme Court, (order dt: 9/3/2020) which finally 
slammed the authority for “hiding significant components of the environment from scrutiny” 


-will- -eCO- -for-ben ru- -2177488. html 


“Peripheral Ring Road project will mean eco-doom for Bengaluru: Study” 


33838-trees-eia/article32254614.ece 


C) Despite the serious court observations and directives, the BDA has prepared an EIA 
(Environmental Impact Assessment ) in less than 3 months! The Detailed Project Report (DPR) for 
the project has not yet been made available despite being mandated as per BBMP and Town 
Planning Acts. 


A) 


Keeping in view of the Hon’ble NGT Order dt: 18.02.2019 and subsequent Hon'ble Supreme 
Court Judgement dt: 17.03.2020, A fresh EIA/EMP report has been prepared by conducting 
fresh baseline data studies from December, 2019 to February, 2020 as per the procedures 
laid down in the EIA Notification, 2006 and its amendments. The proposed project has been 
under discussion since 2005 and several reports pertaining to the project has been released 
for the public reference since then. Hence, publishing the DPR before the Public 
Consultation is not mandatory. 


D) Objections have been invited from the Public at a hearing in Yelahanka on the 18/8/2020 as 
also be email addressed to: 


The Chairman, KSPCB (e-mail: chairman@kspcb.gov.in); Deputy Commissioner, Bengaluru Urban 
District (email:dcurban@nic.in) & Commissioner, BDA (COMMISSIONER-BDA@ka.gov.in) 


We have studied relevant aspects of the EIA (527 Pages) and have listed observations and 
objections for your perusal in the draft below. We urge you to examine, derive your conclusions 
and send your objections by email to the above email ids immediately, since the deadline is close. 


We wish to record our objections as follows (as permitted by email): 
1)Postpone proposed Public Hearing on 18th Aug 20: 


a) Due Covid Pandemic: Currently, both Karnataka and Bengaluru in particular are in the grips of 
this pandemic, with cases on the rise every day. As per published BBMP Covid Bulletin as on 
10/08/2020, total number of cases exceeds 75000+ with 1270+ deaths and all 198 wards have 
been affected with 194 wards reporting more than 100+ Covid cases. There are severe restrictions 
on Public Transport with limited service from BMTC and without Metro services. Also, there are 
restrictions in respect of public gatherings and meetings. Under such circumstances, holding an 
important Public Consultation meeting, is entirely inappropriate and perhaps even illegal. This will 
severely restrict public participation. 


Therefore we appeal to the KSPCB to postpone the hearing until resumption of Public Transport 
linked with improvement in the Covid situation. 


Compliance; 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the 
present pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as 
per the guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such 
as thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand 
sanitizers, seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two separate platforms 
with social distancing. 


b) Due inadequate Access to the draft EIA document: The Draft EIA document, June 2020 in 
question bearing No. EHSC/BDA/INFRA-DIV/BLR/2019-20/PRR and the Executive Summary of 
_ Draft EIA, June 2020 bearing, document No.: EHSC/BDA/INFRA-DIV/BLR/2019-20/PRR, June 
2020. It may be noted that both these documents as on 9th August, 2020 are not easily available on 
the BDA website and is also not directly or easily accessible on the KSPCB website. Only the 
Executive Summary is accessible using the Document No. as it appears on the title page as a search 


string on Google, under a_ specific link: https://kspcb.gov.in/PH/EXEC SUM eng 
Bengaluru%20Development 2372020.pdf 


Making these documents available only in person at designated offices and not on the institutional 
websites of either the KSPCB or the BDA, is in clear violation of the EIA notification 2006. This gives 
rise to the suspicion that the intent is to hide the document from easy public access. This has also 
denied the public adequate time to peruse such voluminous documents. 


On this point too we appeal to the KSPCB to rectify the public access of the documents and then 
provide adequate time before any public hearing. Therefore we request for the hearing to be 
postponed. 


Compliance: 

The Draft EIA/EMP reports has been made available in the KSPCB website as per the 
provisions of the EIA Notification, 2006 and its subsequent amendments for the public 
reference. Further, hard copies of the reports along with Executive Summaries in both 


English and Kannada were made available at 41 places for easy public access. The details 
are as follows; 


1. Office of the Deputy Commissioner, Bengaluru Urban District, Bengaluru 

2. Office of the Chief Executive Officer, Zilla Panchayat, Bengaluru 

3. Office of the Joint Commissioner, District Industries Centre, Bengaluru 

4, Office of the Commissioner, Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike (BBMP), 

Bengaluru 

Office of the Joint Commissioner, City Municipal Council, Bruhat Bengaluru 

Mahanagara Palike (BBMP), Yelahanka (Byatarayanapura) 

6. Office of the City Municipal Council, Hebbagodi, Bengaluru 

7. Office of the City Municipal Council, Madanayakanahalli, Bengaluru 

8. Offices of the Tahsildars at Yelahanka Taluk, Bangalore North Taluk and Bangalore 
East Taluk, Bengaluru 

9. BBMP Ward Offices at Kempegowda Ward, Chowdeshwari Ward, Jakkur Ward, 
Varthur Ward, Hoodi Ward, Kadugodi Ward, Horamavu Ward, Hagaduru Ward & 
Rajarajeshwari Wards 

10.Gram Panchayat Offices at Singanayakanahalli, Shivakote, Kasaghattapura, 
Chikkabanavara, Aloor, Gantiganahalli, Muthanallur, Doddagubbi, Kannur, 
Kodathi, Huskur, Shantipura, Avalahalli, Kannamangala, Doddabanahalli, 
Sheegihalli, Bidaralli Villages 

11. Office of the Senior Environmental Officer, KSPCB, Zonal Office, Bengaluru City, 
Bengaluru. 

12. Regional Offices, Karnataka State Pollution Control Board, Sarjapura, 
Mahadevapura and, Dasarahalli 

13. Help desk at Karnataka State Pollution Control Board 

14. Office of the Additional Director General of Forests, Ministry of Environment, Forest 
& Climate Change, Regional Office, Koramangala, Bengaluru 

15. Office of the Joint Director General of Forests, Zonal Office, Ministry of Environment, 
Forest & Climate Change, Regional Office, Koramangala, Bengaluru, 


n 


c) Due non-availability of the DPR (Detailed Project Report) for the PRR Project: 


As per the Karnataka Town and Country Planning Act and the BBMP Act, the DPR for such projects 
must be placed for public consultation. This must precede the placement of the EIA for public 
hearings. 


Therefore holding the public hearing on the 18th Aug 2020 could be deemed to be illegal and 
should be postponed. 


Compliance; 
The proposed project has been under discussion since 2005 and several reports pertaining 


to the project has been released for the public reference since then. Hence, publishing the 
DPR before the Public Consultation is not mandatory. 


2) The Draft EIA document: 
a) Timelines: 


Fresh application was submitted by BDA to SEIAA for issue of ToRs for the project. The date and 
detail of this application has not been mentioned. 


The project was considered in the 235th SEAC meeting held on 02.12.2019. 
ToRs has been issued by SEIAA vide letter No. SEIAA 40 IND 2019 dt: 21.01.2020 


The Supreme Court in its judgement dt: 7.03.2020 upheld the orders of the Hon’ble NGT and 
directed to prepare fresh EIA studies for the project. 


Date of appointment of the consultants to prepare the EIA has not been indicated in the EIA report, 
as is customary and a requirement. Therefore, the scope specified by the BDA also does not become 
clear. 


Study period indicated in the EIA Document: December, 2019 to February, 2020 


Signatures of the functional area experts in the EIA ranges from 27/2/2020 (expert on: water 
samples, quality, impact analysis and mitigation, preparation of the EMP) to 4/5/2020 (expert on: 
flora and fauna, conducting surveys, impact analysis and mitigation and preparation of EMP etc) 


b) PRR project description: involves such widespread destruction of trees (33,838 in all), direct 
impact on TG Halli catchment area, with destruction of 9304 trees, 631 trees falling in 
Jarakabande RF where forest diversion of 10.12 Ha is proposed, the attendant impact on flora and 
fauna in the region and likely impact upon 1433 on residential/commercial structures and 18 
agricultural lands and assets, 6 lakes along the alignment and 3.5 kms of a critical gas pipeline 
intersecting the alignment, impacting an estimated 5,00,000 to 10,00,000 population etc. 


c) ToRs issued by SEIAA vide letter No. SEIAA 40 IND 2019 dt: 21.01.2020: There are several 
inconsistencies in the ToRs issued and the EIA: The ToR does not refer to the project impact in 
respect of the destruction of trees, flora and fauna, impact on lakes and catchment area etc. The 
project cost mentioned in the TOR is Rs. 13,685 Cr, whereas the EIA states the cost as Rs 15,111 Cr. 


It-may be noted that the ToR issued apart from specifying the Standard Terms applicable for 
Highways, has a few Additional ToR, but nowhere does it refer to a comprehensive ecological study 
including estimating ecological value of loss of all trees, etc. Therefore it would appear that the 
ToRs are inadequate taking into account project specific details. 


The total cost of the project is Rs 15,111.42 Crores and the administrative approval for the 
project has been issued vide letter dt: 03.10.2019. The application for ToRs was submitted 
to SEIAA in November, 2019 during which the proposal of revised project cost of Rs. 13,685 
Cr was under scrutiny in Government of Karnataka. Hence, the ToRs mentioned the project 
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cost as Rs. 13,685 Cr. However, at present the project cost has been worked out to be Rs 
15,111.42 Crores as given in the Draft EIA/EMP report. 


The Standard Terms of References issued by MoEF&CC is considered as the guidelines for all 
the projects which provides a structure as to the topics to be covered in baseline studies and 
the EIA/EMP report. Further, the EIA/EMP report has been prepared as per the structure of 
the EIA Report given in the EIA Notification, 2006 and the subsequent amendments which 
includes all the necessary comprehensive ecological studies. The details pertaining to 
comprehensive ecological studies are given in Chapter-3 (Section-3.4) , Chapter-4 (Section- 
4,1.8), Chapter-9 (Section-9.2.5) and Annexure-15., 


d) EIA produced at breakneck speed: While the ToR (Terms of References) was issued only on the 
21/1/2020, the study period indicates Dec 2019 to Feb 2020. It is not clear how the study period 
precedes the issuance of the ToR and also how and in what manner could the study be completed in 
about 3 months time. 


From the observations made above, it appears to suggest that there has been an extraordinary 
haste in preparing such a voluminous EIA (528 Pages) involving several multi-disciplinary issues 
and multiple experts. Serious doubts arise if the scoping, method and subsequent study and 
recommendations are therefore adequate. 


The BDA and the KSCPCB must explain these events fully for the public to be convinced about the 
validity and relevance of the EIA. 


Compliance; 

The application for ToRs was submitted to SEIAA, Karnataka in November, 2019 and the 
baseline data collection was carried out from December 2019 to February 2020 (post 
monsoon season). As per the MOEF&CC OMs, the data collection can be initiated even before 
issue of ToRs based on Standard TORs. The study period was considered during post 
monsoon season which was after the submission of the ToRs application to SEIAA, 
Karnataka. 


3) Study of Alternatives and scenario assessments: it is astonishing that in Chapter 5 of EIA” 
Analysis of Alternatives” the opening para 5.1 states that no alternatives to the PRR is possible. As 
per the EIA notification 2006, it is mandated that various scenarios and the alternatives be also 
studied and presented, to arrive at the best project approach. This involves a detailed business as 
usual vs other scenarios taking into account long term goals and projections etc.,, which has not 
been done in this EIA. 


Compliance; 

The proposed project is a 65.5 km length ring road connecting existing NICE road to make 
the road network as ‘circle’ on the other part of Bangalore city. Existing city internal road 
networks are already crowded with traffic and development on either side of the road and 


further expansion of these roads are techno-economically and socially not feasible. Hence, 
any road planning alternative to PRR inside the city (within ORR) is not viable. 


However, considering all the sensitive facts such as PRR passing along 6 lakes, MHB 
Petronet pipelines, forest land, etc necessary mitigation measures and management plan 
has been proposed to minimize the impact. Further, the alignment along the forest land has 
been considered based on the minimum diversion of forest land which is 7.91 Ha since the 
other two alternative alignment traverses on Bommaiahnapalya village and Institute of 
Ayurveda and Integrative Medicine Health Care Centre respectively. 


4) Project justification and data collection: 


a) the EIA depends completely on this aspect on the project owner BDA and has no ability to 
challenge and /or verify key assumptions. Since the DPR is not available in the Public Domain, 
certain fundamental aspects of the PRR like capacity planning (why 8 lane and 100 metre width 
etc.) cannot be assessed by the public. 


Compliance; 

Traffic analysis studies shows that the vehicular traffic may increase three times and the 
proposed 8 lanes will reach its capacity in the years 2045 (Tumakuru Road to Ballari 
Road), 2043 (Ballari road to OMR) and 2049 (OMR to Hosur Road) respectively thereby 
reliving the traffic congestion in the metropolitan region. The project is planned as a 
requirement for the future of Bangalore city traffic beyond ORR. Hence, PRR has been 
proposed with eight lanes rather than six lanes. The proposed project has been under 


discussion since 2005 and several reports pertaining to the project has been released for 
the public reference since then. Hence, publishing the DPR is not mandatory. 


b)Ambient Air Quality alongside the PRR: The EIA mentions that “Particulate Matter <10u: Out of 
12 monitored locations, 4 AAQM stations have recorded the higher average values of Particulate 
Matter PM 10 as Tumakuru Road (Near Madavara)-76.96 .g/m3, Ballari Raod (Near Vinayaka 
Nagar)- 84.78 ug/m3, Jigani Bommasandra Industrial Area-82.17 ug/m3and Near Cahnnasandra 
MAIN Raod -79.91 p.g/m3, respectively. All stated readings are in the range of 77 to 85. Data on the 
other 12 stations has not been presented. 


A case is made for the PRR as a solution to reduce the above pollution levels. It may be noted that 
as per the KSPCB categorization 51-100 is satisfactory. This conclusion is completely unscientific 
considering the enormous loss of trees in the region and added traffic going through areas where 
there is no traffic presently. In fact, clearly, the PRR will significantly accelerate the deterioration 
of Air Quality all along the alignment and affect a large population. 


Compliance: 

Details of PM10 results of other stations are discussed in the subsequent paragraphs and 
the location wise results are presented in detail in tabular column which is given as 
Annexure-8. The impacts of removing 33,838 trees and added traffic has been detailed in 
Section 2.22.11 (carbon footprint) of Chapter-2, Section 4.1.1 and 4.2.1 (Anticipated impacts 


and mitigation measures of Air pollution) of Chapter-4. The removal of trees can be 
compensated with green belt development to a larger extent. 


5) Linkage of the PRR with the RMP 2031 (Revised Master Plan) and DPR: 


As per Karnataka Town Planning Act and provisions of BBMP projects of the nature of PRR cannot 
be taken up unless already provided for in the RMP. Since the RMP itself is under revision currently, 
it would be improper and illegal to proceed further on the PRR till such time as the RMP 2031 is 
formally approved by the'GoK. 


The Detailed Project Report (DPR) as mandated has also not been made available in the public 
domain. Public feedback must also be sought on the DPR. 


While the EIA makes references to the DPR and DPR consultants, the DPR document itself is not 
available. It is therefore not clear even when the DPR was prepared. 


Therefore presenting the EIA directly appears to be a hurried step, non-complaint with the Acts. 


Compliance: 
The proposed project has been under discussion since 2005 and several reports including 


Comprehensive Development Plans (CDP’s) pertaining to the project has been released for 
the public reference since then. Hence, publishing the DPR is not mandatory. 


6) Linkage of PRR with the CMP (Comprehensive Mobility Plan): the BMRCL has recently prepared 
a CMP for Bengaluru and has received comments and objections from the Public. The Gok itself has 
approved the formation of the equivalent of a Unified Metropolitan Transport Authority for 
Bengaluru or UMTA. Therefore the PRR itself must form part of the overall CMP strategy and 
therefore come under the purview of the UMTA. 


It has been recognized that Bengaluru’s transport and mobility problems have got compounded 
due multiple agencies acting and planning independently. Therefore, the UMTA which is also a 
mandated institution is required to plan and monitor projects such as the PRR. The BDA is not the 
correct institution in this regard. 


Compliance: 


PRR is a proposed connectivity of existing NICE corridor and hence all the planning reports/ 
authorities shall have the provisions of PRR connectivity. 


7) Dedicated Bus lane for BMTC: emphasis on Public Transport and providing dedicated 
demarcated bus lanes is a stated objective of the GoK and the BBMP. In fact, such dedicated lanes 
have already been earmarked on stretches of the ORR. However, the PRR does not foresee a 
dedicated bus lane even while recommending 8 lanes. The EIA refers to BMTC buses using the 
service road of the PRR. This is completely against the Governments stated objectives. 


Utilization of service road by BMTC Buses is for local transportation. However, there are no 
restrictions for utilization of main roads by Buses. 


8) Tree census of Bengaluru: This has long been pending and has already been undertaken by the 
BBMP but not completed. Various studies and reports prepared by institutions such as the IISc 
have raised an alarm at the accelerated pace of reduction in Bengaluru’s Green Cover to less than 
3% today. 


In such a scenario wholesale destruction of trees in large numbers like the PRR Project, needs to be 
very carefully considered and all attempts must be made alternate solutions that are more 
ecologically friendly. 


Compliance: 

Altogether for the entire length of PRR, 33838 trees have been recorded within the 100 m 
RoW. Out of which, there is a possibility of retaining 5,861 trees within the green space (5m 
x 2) within RoW. However, as per the National Green Highways Policy, 2015 trees in the 
ratio 1:10 will be planted in the proposed green space along the Highway and an MoU will 


be entered with the Karnataka Forest Department for planting trees in designated areas 
suggested by the Forest Department. 


9) Public Consultation: the EIA itself mentions that Public Hearing will be conducted as per the 
guidelines of EIA Notification, 2006. Therefore the Public Consultation being held is premature and 
not in compliance with regulatory requirements. 
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e EIA notes the impact of removal of 9,304 trees affects the hydrological regime and water 
quality in the catchment area, as follows; 

e Affects the carbon sequestration capacity of trees thereby increasing CO2 levels in the 
atmosphere leading to global warming. 

e Affects the micro-climatic conditions of the region affecting rainfall pattern and water 
yield in the catchment area. 

¢ Causes change in land cover which affects the monsoon rainfall. 

e Increases the temperature of the region leading to urban heat island effect. 

e Increase in temperature of water of the streams and water bodies may also be noticed 
affecting aquatic biota. 

e Affects evapo-transpiration thereby altering the moisture content in the atmosphere. 


Note: while the listing of the impacts appear reasonable, there is no attempt to quantify any of the 
impacts, 


Compliance: 


Quantification of carbon sequestration capacity of trees has been presented in Section 
2.22.11 (carbon footprint) of Chapter-2. Further, quantification of change in micro-climatic 
conditions, land cover, urban heat island, temperature of water bodies, evapo- 
transpiration, etc is practically impossible prior to the project implementation. However, 
the same will be ensured by conducting separate studies in the later stages. 


Mitigation: 


e Plantation of trees to the number of trees removed in the catchment area in the ratio 1:10 
will be carried out in the catchment area. 

e (There are some other measures, which I have left out, since none of those pertain the 
impacts listed above due to removal of trees) 


The immediate questions that arise: 


e Howcan you plant trees removed (9304) from the catchment area and plant 10 times (or 
93000) again in the catchment area? 

e 1n2020, is environmental science not developed to quantify any of the impacts? Why don’t 
we use some method to compute the ecological value of trees? 

e Can the impact of tree destruction, simply be settled with compensatory plantation 1:10? 
Technically, we could remove every single tree from Bengaluru and plant 10 times 
elsewhere! 

e When would we say No to the PRR (or for that matter any other road/infra project)? 
Starting from loss of 200 (first estimate) to 16000 and now about 34000 trees. Would we 
say yes if this number was 50,000 or 75,000 or 1,00,000 instead? (the EIA and the SEIAA 
can pass any project irrespective with the 1:10 formula). 

e Why is Bengaluru’s green cover shrinking? Where are the 10 times trees planted for all the 
projects approved in this manner? 

e Why are reports and studies from institutions like IISc in respect of the environment, 
Bengaluru’s green cover etc. not taken cognizance of by the Gok? 


Compliance: 

Plantation of trees will be done along the lakes and other areas suggested by the 
Karnataka Forest Department within the catchment area and the details are given in 
Section 9.2.4 of the EIA/EMP report. 
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Plantation activities in the ratio of 1:10 is just a mitigation measure in order to compensate 
the impact caused due to the implementation of PRR. Only mitigation measures and 
management plans can be implemented for any such developmental projects. No impacts 
can practically be settled as such. However, successful implementation of management 
plans will provide astonishing results which would balance the impacts caused due to the 
project. In addition to this, separate studies pertaining to assessment of ecological values of 
trees will be ensured in the later studies. 


Further, the plantation of trees in the ratio 1:10 will be ensured upon implementation 
during six monthly compliance studies which would be submitted directly to MoEF&CC. 


10) Our conclusion: 


In light of all the above, we reject the EIA in its present form, in the absence of the DPR and on the 
grounds that the EIA is not scientific, complete or adequate and the right processes as mandated 
under various Acts and provisions have not been complied with. 


Compliance: 


The fresh EIA/EMP report has been prepared considering all the scientific aspects and 
legislative aspects as per the Hon’ble NGT Order and Supreme Court Judgement. The 
present EIA/EMP report covers all the sensitive aspects overlooked in the previous reports 
such as lakes, tree removal, MHB Petronet pipeline, T G Halli catchment area, forest 
diversion, etc so as to disclose all the details to the public prior to its implementation. 


8. Yamini Srikanth, Student of Azim Premji University, Hosahalli 
9. Amulya Hosur 

10. Mahima Srikanth 

11. Nitya 


Objection/comments 
The proposed plan for the construction of eight lane peripheral ring road of Bengaluru connecting 


Tumkur Road to Hosur has some glaring oversights which need to be addressed. A few of the most 
important points have been highlighted below; 


1. The proposed route, if it has to be implemented, will affect the surrounding environment. 
For example, cutting down of around 34000 trees will be needed along with the 
disturbance caused in the Puttenahalli bird sanctuary. 9304 trees are in the TG Halli 
catchment area which will affect Bengaluru’s already strained water supply adversely. 
That only 10.21 Ha to be diverted from the Jarakabande state forest disregards the impact 
that the construction and usage of the road will have on the rest of the forest. We propose 
that the route be re-mapped so the it avoids these critically ecologically sensitive areas. In 
addition, the compensatory afforestation proposal undervalues the carbon absorption 
capacity of heritage trees, whether these trees are common or not. 

2. Moreover, it doesn’t seem to promise alleviation of traffic as some of the previous projects, 
such as have failed to do so. It would be much more economically advantageous to develop 
the already existing train lines along this route, and increasing the frequency of trains will 
achieve the same purpose. Implementation of this system for a period and evaluation of its 
efficacy can inform the BDA of the necessity of this project. 

3. The plan fails to consider how the road will economically benefits the people within the 
survey area-alternative sources of income need to be offered in addition to compensation, 
given that 26.15% of the survey area is agricultural land, and a loss of these also results in 


a loss of livelihood. Compensation may provide temporary economic benefit but is not a 
long-term solution to those who will lose their agricultural land. 

4, The pandemic situation makes it challenging to safely conduct surveys and social Impact 
Assessments. The project cannot be given a go-head without accurately understanding the 
potential consequences. 


In a nutshell, it would be great economic and ecological good to divert the route of eight lane 
peripheral ring road so that it causes minimum environmental damage along with compensatory 
afforestation and rehabilitation. Also, development of railway infrastructure in the area can be 
done to achieve the same purpose at a significantly lower cost. 


Compliance: 

As per the detailed survey within the 100 m RoW, a total of 107 trees species (n=33,838) 
were recorded. However, as per the National Green Highways Policy, 2015 trees in the ratio 
1:10 will be planted in the proposed green space along the Highway and an MoU will be 


entered with the Karnataka Forest Department for planting trees in designated areas 
suggested by the Forest Department. 


Puttenahalli Lake Bird Conservation Reserve is located at a distance of 1.49 km from the 
proposed PRR alignment and no such construction activities are proposed near the 
Conservation Reserve. However, necessary precautionary measures such as avoiding 
construction activities during early mornings and late evenings and proper muck 
management to avoid deposition of dust will be adopted to minimize its impact. Further, 
the Conservation Reserve is located near the existing Doddaballapur Road in an urban 
landscape where the birds have already adapted to the existing environmental conditions. 


The proposed alignment passes for about 13.65 km within the TG Halli catchment area 
where a total of 9,304 trees were recorded within 100 m RoW. Of which, 1,533 trees will be 
retained within the proposed green space of width 5m x 2. Therefore, a total of 7,771 trees 
will be removed within the TG Halli catchment area. However, necessary mitigation 
measures such as plantation of trees in the ratio 1:10, proper management of muck so as to 
not affect the drainage pattern, construction of farm ponds, check dams and percolation 
ponds will be made as part of Catchment Area Treatment Plan to minimize the impact on 
TG Halli catchment area. 


Upon detailed studies the forest land proposed to be diverted is 7.91 Ha. This is considered 
upon studying several alternatives and the alignment having the lowest forest land 
diversion has been considered. 


Further, Government of Karnataka vide Government order no, UDD 399 MNX 2006, 
Bangalore dt: 29.06.2007 issued Final Notification for Land acquisition of 733 ha (1810.18 
acres) in 67 villages. Therefore, the alignment will not be changed entirely and the project 
will be implemented with minor modifications (if any) upon obtaining requisite approval. 


The details pertaining to comprehensive ecological studies including the carbon absorption 
capacity of all the trees within the RoW and its RET status are given in Chapter-3 (Section- 
3.4) , Chapter-4 (Section-4.1.8), Chapter-9 (Section-9.2.5) and Annexure-15. 


Presently, Bangalore is home for more than 11 Million people with more than 100 Lakh 
trips/ day. Presently, the city operates 6000 BMTC buses which are expected to increase to 
15000 by 2031. The journey speed has reduced to 11 Kmph in 2015 from 18 Kmph in 2008 
and this may further reduce due to increase in traffic. As per the report, the vehicular 
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traffic may increase three times and the road network may severely congest in the city. 
Further, it would be beneficial to the commercial vehicles which are not allowed in ORR. 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 
in Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).13461348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


12. Vijaykumar DY, Sr, Citizen, Mob: 9448190159 
13. Sharanda M P, Sr. Citizen 
Obiection/ : 


A) Response to Draft EIA for PRR 
Estimated value of trees in terms of Rs. Over a 50 year life cycle-Source Green Earth Appeal 
Value ofa 


Value of a Value ofa | Value ofa total tree 
ee Over Average treeover | treeover | Trees to be | loss over 50 

50 year life Conversion 50 year 50 year felled for year life 

cycle US $ to IR Rs. Life Cycle Life Cycle PRR No. cycle for 
Lakh Rs. Crore Rs. PRR Crore 


Rs. 
Source: https://greenearthappeal.org/what-is-the-value-of-a-tree/ 
This value will be huge at present-August 2020. 
This is just illustrate the importance or high value of our trees. 
It is not carbon sequestration capacity or timber value, it is much more as per the above 
illustration. 
Request you to consider my response. 


During 50 years of growth Original (1979) revised (2011-12) production of oxygen $31,250 $ 
10,500 conversion to animal flesh and bone $3,000 $3,000 Controlling of soil erosion and soil 
fertility $31,250 $10,000 recycling if water and controlling humidity and air temperature $37,500 
$154,560 sheltering of birds, squirrels & insects $31,250 $ 129,700 removal of SPM. C02, SO2 from 
air $62,0000 $402,500 Grand Total $196,250 $710,260 


A peepal tree which grows luxuriantly with an average weight of 6 tonnes in India and South- 
East-Asia has been chosen as an icon and its various environmental benefits. 


Received during its 50 years of growth have been valued at rupees three crores fifty four lakhs in 
this revision work. 


This estimation is also applicable to other tree species with identical tonnage. 


As in the original paper (and its versions), the value of timber has been omitted in this calculation. 

Activities Value of a tree Value of a tree 

over 50 year life over 50 year 
cycle US $ Life Cycle US $ 


Value of a tree 
over 50 year life over 50 year 


cycle US $ Life Cycle US $ 
4, Recycling of water and controlling humidi 154500 37500 


5. Sheltering of birch, squirrels and insects 129700 31250 
6. Removal of SPM, C02, SO2 from air 402500 62000 


699700 196250 


B) In accordance with notification dates 13% July 2020 calling for a public hearing and/or public 
consultation, | am attaching herewith my view/suggestions for your kind consideration. 

1. The timing of notification is not correct as we are going through a medical emergency and 
Disaster Management Rules are in force. 

2. Public are not able to voice their views freely as they are under tremendous stress. Majority 
of the affected people cannot attend public hearing due to pandemic and they have no 
recourse to Email or other alternatives. Therefore, any decision taken in such public 
hearing is mala fide and grave injustice to stake holders. 

3. Due to situation mentioned at Sr. no.1 and 2, the exercise of public consultations of the 
Draft EIA should be postponed till normalcy is restored from the current 
pandemic/medical emergency. 

4. We are already having an IRR (29 Km) and ORR (65 km), besides NICE Corridor. The 
purpose of peripheral ring road as per the draft is to fulfil the existing and growing traffic, 
besides relieving traffic congestion in metropolitan region. This requirement was based on 
study made during December 2019 and Feb 2020. Now, this purpose is already served 
without PRR by the situation, arising out of COVID 19 pandemic, particularly “work from 
home”. Hence PRR is no more required for the purpose sought. 

5. The other normal is also reduced considerably. Existing network of roads are therefore 
adequate for existing and future traffic. ORR can continue to serve as a bypass for 
outstation/long distance vehicle as traffic is drastically reduced on ORR, post COVID 

6. Quick access to BIAL from various parts of city is another reason for PRR. Now, with 
reduced traffic due to COVID-19 and development of other roads, Metro network, suburban 
railway, the existing road network is adequate for quick access to BIAL and hence a new 
100-meter PRR is not at all required. 

7. Connecting new urban nodes, which is another purpose of PRR can be served by smaller 
roads of about 60 to 80 ft. In the absence of PRR. Radial and arterial roads can also be 
connected through similar narrower roads without PRR. 

8. The economic activities like commercial ventures, infrastructure development, IT, etc. will 
certainly improve consequent to development of PRR is the contention of project 
proponents, which is to some extent true. It will also encourage unplanned and haphazard 
development (?) going by the experience. Unfortunately, we have already exceeded the 
carrying capacity of our city and we should put a stop to more and more economic 
activities in our city and shift the same to other cities for equitable development. Therefore, 
PRR is not at all required in the name of increasing economic activities, when Govt is 
planning to start new commerce and economic activities in smaller cities. 

9. Our Government is shifting infrastructure to other cities of our state. Govt. has also offered 
25% subsidy to industries located in Tier 2 and 3 cities, besides other sops. Many industries 
are expected to come up in our other cities, thanks to favorable support from Govt. 
Government has also started shifting many departments to other cities. Shifting of 
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Industries, commerce and govt department to other cities will result in lesser traffic 
thereby negating the requirement of PRR. 

Our Govt has already adopted a policy of e-governance and/or paperless offices through 
which most of the administrative work is done online. This e-governance has resulted in 
little/ no physical movement of personnel/records thereby drastically reducing 
commuting/traffic. Therefore, existing, road network with good maintenance can take 
care of this reduced traffic and no PRR is required. 

The draft EIA says in the introduction “Land is a limited resource having competing 
demands. Industrialization and urbanization has resulted in accelerated land degradation. 
Bangalore city is popularly known as ‘the garden city’ of India is experiencing rapid urban 
growth......." This has led to “urban sprawl”- an outgrowth of urban areas caused by 
uncontrolled, uncoordinated, and unplanned growth. Therefore, we should make every 
effort to reduce/stop unplanned urban sprawl. This can only be achieved by not building 
more roads in the periphery/in the city, as PRR or other. We should allow the rural areas 
to remain intact without any so called “development”. Let those rural community live in 
peace! 

Now, coming to Garden city, is it not our duty to protect the “Label” for our future 
generation? If, yes, we should STOP or FREEZE further concretization/asphalting in the 
name of ‘development’ and instead develop more gardens, forest, mini forest, green canopy, 
and landscaped open spaces to bring back, old charm. 

At many places, the draft EIA mentions about overexploitation of natural resource like 
surface water and ground water by our city. Our surface water is polluted- lakes are 
polluted and silted, rivers and nallahs are turned to sewage lines. Ground water is 
exhausted and whenever small quantity is available, it is also polluted with harmful 
chemicals, pesticides, fertilizer etc, making it nonportable. PRR will further aggravate this 
situation by reducing in seepage of rainwater-through trees (loss of 33838 trees), through 
ground (733 hectares). Water is a precious resource. We should make every effort to 
improve/rejuvenate nearby source, both surface and ground, not destroy them, as we have 
done in the city, by mindless ‘development’. The PRR will and the new development (?) 
along PRR will deplete fresh water resource in the area, while demanding more water, 
further aggravating the water crisis in the city. 

The pollution and scarcity of water in our city is profoundly serious. We have exhausted/ 
pollution all nearby drinking water sources. We should stop further degradation of 
thippagondanahalli reservoir, other water bodies and catchment areas, by increasing tree 
cover and open areas, reduce built up space and other means. 

A report by Dr. T V Ramachandra-Professor, Indian Institute of science “Green spaces in the 
urban landscape include public and private lands (parks, streets, backyards)” consisting of 
trees, shrubs and, herbs etc. COP21- recently concluded United Nations climate conference 
at Paris acknowledges the need to limit warming to well below 2° C (3.6 F) above pre- 
industrial levels and the need to try to limit the temperature increase to 1.52 C through 
carbon neutrality and de-carbonisation mechanism to avoid the worst climate impacts. 
World Health Organization stipulates minimum green space of 9.5 m/person considering 
the services (oxygen, moderation of micro climate) and goods in the urban environment. 
Estimates indicate that about 6 kg of carbon is sequestered by a tree annually. Per capita 
respiratory carbon ranges from 192 to 328 kg/year depending on physiology of humans 
(525-900 gms/day/person depending on the age and physiology). Land use analysis show 
that the spatial extent of tree vegetation in Bangalore is 100.02 km. (14.08%) and total 
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number of trees in Bangalore is about 1478412 trees. Compu il of trees per eEsan 


hat Bangalore has one tree for every 7 persons, which hi 
threshold of urbanization. Overall improvements in human well-being in urban areas 
necessitate at least 33% green space that ensures at least 1.15 trees/person.” 


Our city crossing the threshold of urbanization is accepted by draft EIA and there is no iota 
of doubt. The IISc repot was made in 2014 and tree cover is further reduced, thereafter. We 
have lost more than 90% of green canopy while population is increased to 1.3 crore, 
further reducing no. of trees per person- about 0.10 or ten persons sharing one tree. 
Concrete/ asphalt structure do not give us oxygen to breathe, it is only trees who can 
absorb COz and other harmful gases and provide oxygen. Therefore, we should increase the 
green canopy, plant more trees, and completely stop cutting of existing trees in and around 
Bengaluru. Even at one tree per person we need about 130 lakh crore trees while we have 
less than 13 lakh tree- just 10% of our requirement. 


Our Air is already polluted at many locations in the city, although it shows little 
improvement in recent months due to restrictions for COVID 19. Of late pulmonary disease 
caused due to air pollution is extremely high in Bengaluru. Therefore, we should not build 
more roads or PRR, which will increase the traffic and industries thereby further polluting 
air while taking away natural mechanism of air purification by trees. 

A total of 5.52 lakh tonnes of carbon dioxide is estimated to be released into the 
atmosphere during construction, operation, and maintenance phases of the proposed PRR 
project. Further, a total of 33838 trees with the carbon sequestration capacity of 3468.97 
tonnes of COz are proposed to be removed from the project. This situation is highly 
dangerous to already polluted and overcrowded (population 1.3 crore) metropolis. We are 
already experiencing heat islands, high temperature, depletion of ground water, precious 
soil erosion, loss of habitat for fauna and flora, besides millions of microorganisms. The 
echo system is seriously affected, irreparably. Instead of reviving/reclaiming our almost 
dying city from ecological disaster, the Garden city without trees is being led to 
desertification by the addition of PRR. 

“Share the Road programme” supports governments and other stakeholders in developing 
countries to move away from prioritizing the car-driving minority, towards investing in 
infrastructure for the majority: those who walk and cycle (UNEP-United Nations 
Environment Programme) 


The National Urban Transport Policy (Ministry of Urban Development) has amongst its 
objectives- Bringing about a more equitable allocation of road space with people, rather 
than vehicles, as its main focus, encourage greater use of public transport and non- 
motorized modes by offering central financial assistance for this purpose. 


In our Bengaluru existence of pedestrian facility is an exception rather than rule. Provision 
of safe pedestrian facility and cycling infrastructure in the metropolitan region will lead to 
reduction in traffic to_an extent of about 20 % to 30% besides reducing air pollution. 
Reducing traffic in the metropolitan region is one of the aims of PRR which can be achieved 
by pedestrian and cycling infrastructure. 


Compensatory afforestation has remained only on paper. Location/ locations of 
compensatory afforestation is not indicated. 10 sapling cannot compensate one fully 
grown tree with extremely poor survival rate. Moreover, where is space available for 
compensatory afforestation? The project proponent should provide proof of having done 


seriously as indicated in other such project reports/ EIAs, our city would have been home 
to at least 130 lakhs by now, not just about 13 lakh. 

20. The importance of trees is not dealt in detail besides carbon sequestration capacity. 
Following benefits are listed and hence we should not sacrifice them 


Social Benefits 


Tree make life nicer. It has been shown that spending time among trees and green spaces 
reduces the amount of stress that we carry around with us in our daily lives. 

Hospital patients have been shown to recover from surgery more quickly when their hospital 
room offered a view of trees, 

Children have been shown to retain more of the information taught in schools if they send 
some of their time outdoors in green spaces. 

Trees are often planted as living memorials or reminders of loved ones or to commemorate 
significant events in our lives. 


Communal Benefits 


Even though you may own the trees on your property your neighbors may benefits from them 
as well. 

Through careful planning trees can be an asset to your entire community. 

Tree lined streets have a traffic calming effects, traffic moves more slowly and safely. 

Trees can be placed to screen unwanted views or noise from busy highways. 

Trees can complement the architecture or design of buildings or entire neighborhoods. 


Environmental Benefits 


Trees offer many environmental Benefits. 

Trees reduce the urban heat island effect through evaporative cooling an reducing the 
amount of sunlight that reaches parking lots and buildings. This is especially true in areas 
with large impervious surfaces, such as parking lots of stores and industrial complexes. 

Trees improve our air quality by filtering harmful dust and pollutants such as ozone, carbon 
monoxide, and sulfur dioxide from the air we breathe. 

Trees give off oxygen that we need to breathe. 

Trees reduce the amount of storm water runoff, which reduces erosion and pollution in our 
waterways and may reduce the effects of flooding. 

Many species of wildlife depend on trees for habitat. Trees provide food, protection, and homes 
for many birds and mammals. 


Economic Benefits 


Well placed trees can reduce your cooling costs in the summary by shading the south and west 
sides of your home. If deciduous trees are used, they will allow the sun to pass through and 
warm your home in the winter. 

Evergreen trees on the north side of your home and shrubs around the foundation of your 
home can act as a windbreak to reduce the cooling effects of winter winds. 

The value of a well landscaped home with mature healthy trees can be as much as 100% 
higher than a similar home with no or little landscaping. (Topping will reduce the value of 
your tress) 

Some indirect economic benefits of trees are that if we reduce the energy, we use then utility 
companies will have less demand placed on the infrastructure, thus reducing costs which can 
be passed on to the consumer. 

Now, coming to Garden city, is it not our duty to protect the “Label” for our future 
generations? If, yes, we should STOP or FREEZE further concretization/asphalting in the name 


of ‘development’ and instead develop more gardens, forest, mini forest, green canopy, and 
landscaped open spaces to bring back the old charm. 


Compliance: 


The estimated value of tree details will be considered while carrying out detailed studies in 
the later stages. 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the 
present pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as 
per the guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such 
as thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand 
sanitizers, seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two separate platforms 
with social distancing. 


Considering the pandemic situation, a Virtual Public Hearing was also conducted on 
23.09.2020 through Zoom platform, so that the public can participate in the meeting and 
give their submissions from their homes. The proposed PRR project is entirely in Bengaluru 
Urban District and the population are very familiar with smartphones, internet 
connections, data usage and online technology. The virtual Environmental Public Hearing 
was successfully conducted with more than 170 participants. 


The work from home situation during the pandemic is not a permanent situation and the 
traffic may not be as usual at present. However, over a period of time when the regular 
work resumes the same issues with traffic will be faced. Therefore, the proposed PRR 
project has been planned keeping in view of the future developments in the upcoming 
decades. Further, PRR would be beneficial to the commercial vehicles which are not allowed 
in ORR in the future. 


Bangalore in spite of being an IT & BT Hub, there are several facing unemployment issues. 
BDA is also a Government undertaking agency which aims at enhancing the economic 
activities such as commercial ventures, infrastructure development, IT, etc. Therefore, PRR 
plays a significant role by enhancing economic activities and providing employment 
opportunities to several. 


Successful implementation of plantation activities in the ratio 1:10 will provide astonishing 
results which would balance the impacts caused due to the project and this will be ensured 
upon implementation during six monthly compliance studies which would be submitted 
directly to MoEF&CC. In addition to this, setting up an example by utilizing updated 
technology in transplantation activities would help retaining the trees of ecological 
significances thereby, bringing to everyone’s notice that developmental activities and 
ecological aspects can be upheld simultaneously with a positive outcome. 


Several measures such as construction of flyovers over lakes, building of check dams, 
plantation of trees in the ratio 1:10, proper management of muck so as to not affect the 
drainage pattern, construction of farm ponds, check dams and percolation ponds, 
rejuvenation of lakes, etc has been proposed in order to conserve the water resources which 
would eventually enhance the ground water table of TG Halli Catchment area and the 
surrounding region. 


Plantation of tree species suitable to Agro climatic zone with characteristics such as 
pollution attenuation, higher growth rate, tolerant to extreme conditions, agro forestry, 
timber yielding, NTFPs, Fruiting, social and economic values will restore the ecological 
value. Further, avenue plantation of Air Pollution Tolerant tree species reduces the impacts 
of air pollution over a period of time. 


To compensate the forest diversion, 14.60 ha (36.10 acres) of Compensatory Afforestation 
land has been identified in Sy. No 156 of Mantapa Village, Jigani Hobli, Anekal Taluk, 
Bangalore Urban District which is adjacent to Bannerghatta National Park and found 
suitable for compensatory afforestation and management point of view. As per the National 
Green Highways Policy, 2015 trees in the ratio 1:10 will be planted in the proposed green 
space along the Highway and an MoU will be entered with the Karnataka Forest 
Department for planting trees in designated areas suggested by the Forest Department. 


Out of 33,838 trees, about 13,052 trees belong to Eucalyptus spp. which are considered to 
be responsible for ground water depletion in the region. Hence, as per the Government 
Order dt:25.02.2017 these trees have to be removed. Further, there is a possibility of 
retaining 5,861 trees within the green space (5 m x 2) within RoW. Further, trees with basal 
girth size <100 cm with good survival capacity will be transplanted based on their age and 
ecological significance. Therefore, a continual effort is being made to reduce the impact of 
PRR on trees. 


14. Riyyah & Sum Advocates, NO. 17, Dispensary Road, Bangalore 560001 
Ohfection/ . 
OBJECTIONS TO MEETING PROPOSED ON 18.08.2020 


The Central Government has issued guidelines on 29.07.2020 and under the same the proposed 
public meeting cannot be held as senior citizens and other public are advised to stay at home and 
moreover, there will be not proper social distancing endangering the lives of many who wish to 
attend. 


Also, this matter concerns not only land owners but public like us who are concerned about the 
environment of our city. It should be held in a central area where all areas of Bangalore city will be 
represented. Even the premises of BDA will be okay and not a remote area of a village where it is 
organized. 


IMPACT OF PRR ON THE ENVIRONMENT OF BANGALORE. 


We are concerned about the impact on the environment, in the event of the proposed peripheral 
ring being made. 


It was earlier estimated that about 33,000/- trees were to be killed but now it is learnt that a 
number of villages were left out of the surveys, so that the actual number of trees is going to be 
about 50,000 trees. 


These trees about to be killed belong to a wide variety of species and have gradually survived and 
grown between 30 to 50 years (some of them are about 80 years old). It is impossible for this to be 
replaced as it will take another 30 to 50 years. 


New trees proposed to be planted, will be of variety that may be more parasitical than salutary to 
the improvement of environment. 


) information AGis 


For instance, most of the existing trees are fruits bearing or otherwise useful and shed their leafs 
once in two to three years, whereas these fast growth trees shed leafs the whole year through 
creating excessive debris on the roads and then decomposition spoils the environment more than 
the composite it generated. Decomposition as you know produces harmful products including 
methane gases. 


ALTERNATIVELY: 


The only conceivable purpose of the PRR is to decongest traffic by bypassing it, IS IT REALLY 
NESCESSARY TO HAVE SUCH A WIDE ROAD? 


90 percent of the traffic will definitely enter Bangalore as a stopover and to unload their goods, 
such a wide PRR is not necessary. 


WOULD NOTA 60 METER ROAD, BEEN SUFFICIENT. 


A 60 meter road would be easier to construct and impact the environment would be less than 40 
percent of a wider road. 


Fly overs at all junctions will be less in length and cost of construction. 


A 100 meter road will impact the environment in many ways including the damage to flora and 
fauna and its impact on lakes, course of flow of rain water and bring down the water level in some 
areas and flood the other areas at the time of heavy rain and a narrower road is easier to manage 
these problems. 


We request that entire project be dropped or at least reduced to 60 meters so that it impact on the 
environment is less. 


Compliance: 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the 
present pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as 
per the guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such 
as thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand 
sanitizers, seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two separate platforms 
with social distancing. 


Further, the Environmental Public Hearing for the proposed project was held at Nityotsava 
Marriage and Convention Centre, Singanayakanahalli, Doddaballapura Road, Near 
Avalahalli Village, Yelahanka Taluk, Bengaluru which is at a distance of 2.35 km from the 
proposed project alignment which is well within the city. 


Subsequently, keeping in view of the present COVID-19 pandemic situation, a Virtual 
Environmental Public Hearing was conducted on 23.09.2020 to obtain the views of the 
public. Further, the comments/suggestions/objections were submitted by the public from 
July, 2020 to November, 2020 to the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and 
Bangalore Development Authority Office through oral/written submissions or e-mail. The 
Compliance to all these comments/suggestions/objections will be published in the BDA 
official website for the public to go through it. 


The tree enumeration has been carried out in the proposed PRR alignment as per the Final 
Notification dt: 29.06.2007 issued by Government of Karnataka. Out of 33,838 trees, there is 
a possibility of retaining 5,861 trees within the green space (5 m x 2) within RoW. Further, 


trees with basal girth size <100 cm with good survival capacity will be transplanted based 
on their age and ecological significance. Further, tree species suitable to Agro climatic zone 
with characteristics such as pollution attenuation, higher growth rate, tolerant to extreme 
conditions, agro forestry, timber yielding, NTFPs, Fruiting, social and economic values will 
be selected for green belt development. 


Traffic analysis studies shows that the vehicular traffic may increase three times and the 
proposed PRR with 100 m RoW will reach its capacity in the years 2045 (Tumakuru Road to 
Ballari Road), 2043 (Ballari road to OMR) and 2049 (OMR to Hosur Road) respectively 
thereby reliving the traffic congestion in the metropolitan region. The project is planned as 
a requirement for the future of Bangalore city traffic beyond ORR. 


15. Chitra Chengappa, Accounts Executive, People for animals, Mob: 9741463232 

16. Colonel Dr. Navaz Shariff, Ex-DIG of Police, MVSc (Veterinary Medicine), NHEHMS (IVRI), Chief 
Veterinarian and General Manager People for Animals, Bangalore. Mob:9741783232 

i nts: 

I am writing to you from Pfa Wildlife Rescue and Conservation Centre, Bangalore. I write to you 
today on behalf of our organization to express our strong opposition to the Peripheral Ring Road 
Project where 33,0000 trees are likely to be felled. As you might be aware, every tree is home to 
several species of wildlife and the habitat of innumerable species will be destroyed if the project 
proceeds as planned. 


With over 2 decades of efforts in saving the wildlife of the city, we have experiences the impact of 
urbanization has had on the city’s wildlife. With habitat conservation being one of our biggest 
challenges today, we request an alternative approach to the PRR project that does not jeopardize 
the city’s ecology. 


We feel that urbanization and wildlife conservation should be a balanced affair. 


Compliance: 

The PRR alignment is located at a distance of 7.90 km from the boundary of Bannerghatta 
National Park. The construction activities are carried out well away from the National 
Park. Further, the area surrounding the National Park is an urban landscape with 
concrete structures and no wildlife corridors are located along PRR alignment which 
affects the wildlife. However, necessary mitigation measures such as avoiding construction 
activities during time, proper muck management and water sprinkling activities will be 
ensured so as not to disturb the wildlife of Bannerghatta National Park. 


17. Pratik Ghosh 
Qbjections/comments: 
I am writing this letter to you in support of Peripheral Ring Road, and we understand that some 
anti development lobby is writing to you to scrap old EIA, and thereby delaying the process and 
project beyond limit. 


Please stop paying heed to anti developmental group and have strong legal opinion to go ahead 
with the project. If you need citizen support in favour of PRR, Please let us know and we will gather 
support from different groups. 


Compliance: 


Positive response 


18. Sri S.K. Vijaykumar, 852, Cinema Road, Doddaballapur-561203, Bangalore Rural District 
Objections/comments: 


Please note that paper publication was issued in Deccan Herald on 17.07.2020 w.r.t the above 
referred subject project. Efforts were made to obtain the available documents related to the 
project from the website of concerned departments. Please find herein my Objections to the said 
proposed project submitted in person at the public hearing venue which may kindly be 
acknowledged. 


BEFORE DISPOSAL OF C.A.No.2566/2019 


1) The project proponent has wrongly applied the proposed project on 12.11.2019 under 
“APPENDIX I (see Paragraph-6) Category ‘B’” whereas admits in the said application that 
there is a Court order to consider the said project under Category ‘A’ thereby completely 
misleading the Regulatory Authority in framing the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the 
proposed project. 

2) The project is appraised by SEIAA-Karnataka, which is a Non-Jurisdictional Authority, 
since as admitted by the project proponent in their application that there is Court order to 
consider the project under Category ‘A’. In that case, all category ‘A’ projects shall be 
appraised at the Central level viz., MoEF&CC, New Delhi as per EIA Notification 2006, 


The application for obtaining ToRs was submitted on 13.11.2019 during which the said 
Supreme Court case (C.A.No.2566/2019) was still under scrutiny. However, as per the 
directions of Hon’ble NGT and without prejudice to the orders of the Hon'ble Supreme 
Court, fresh application was submitted to SEIAA for issue of ToRs for the project. Further, 
as per Clause J. 83 (IV &V) of the Supreme Court Judgement dt:17.03.2020, it was directed 
that the proponent submit the application to SEIAA/SEAC and obtain necessary clearances 
prior to the consideration for issue of Environmental Clearance. 


3) The project proponent has falsely mentioned in the application that the project does not 
attract the General Condition, whereas in the same application and PFR admits that the 
project falls under S.No. 7(f) Highways in the schedule as per EIA Notification 2006 thereby 
taking a contradicting stand/ decision. As per the EIA Notification against the S.No.7(f) 
Highways under column (5) mentions that General Condition shall apply which material 
fact is completely suppressed by the project proponent. 


Compliance: 


The Hon’ble Supreme Court pronounced its judgment on 17.03.2020, wherein it was 
clarified that the project is qualified to be an ‘expressway’ and directed to obtain the EC 
as per Schedule 7(f) of the EIA Notification, 2006 and its amendments. The Hon'ble 
Supreme Court also directed SEAC and SEIAA to appraise the project in accordance with 
the Notification. 


4) The General Condition mentions, - “Any project or activity specified in Category ‘B’ will be 
treated as category ‘A’, if located in whole or in part within 5km from the boundary of : (i) 
Protected areas notified under the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 (53 of 1972); (ii) 
Critically polluted areas as identified by the Central Pollution Control Board constituted 
under the Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1974 (6 of 1974) from time to 
time; (iii) Eco-sensitive areas as notified under sub-section (2) of Section 3 of the 
Environment (Protection)Act, 1986, and (iv) inter-state boundaries and international 
boundaries and hence even if the proposed project is Category ‘B’ the same shall be treated 
as category ‘A’ as per EIA Notification 2006. 
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Compliance: 
As per the Hon'ble Supreme Court directions dt: 17.03.2020, the project qualifies under 


7(f) of the EIA Notification, 2006 and its amendments and hence, ‘General Conditions’ are 
also applicable. Peenya Industrial Area and Jigani-Bommasandra Industrial Area which 
are notified as severely polluted area and critically polluted areas by CPCB are located at 
a distance of 3.4 Km and 4 km respectively from the proposed project alignment. Further, 
Puttenahalli Bird Conservation Reserve notified under the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 
is located at a distance of 1.49 Km from the project alignment. 


5) The project proponent admits in the application and Pre-feasibility Report (PFR) that, 

a. Jarkabandekaval Reserve Forest is a declared Forest Area and the proposed project 
passes through 1.50 Ha Forest area. 

b. Bannerghatta National Park is a declared Eco-sensitive Zone and is at a distance of 
7.90 km from the proposed project. 

c. Puttenahalli Bird Conservation Reserve is at a distance of 1.43 km from the 
proposed project. 

d. Jigani-Bommaandra Industrial Area is a ‘critically polluted area’ and is at a 
distance of 4 km from the proposed project. 

e. Tippagondanahallu Reservoir Catchment Area is a declared Eco-sensitive Area and 
the proposed project location Toposheet No’s 57G/12 & 57 H/9 are part of it. 

f The interstate boundary of Tamilnadu State is situated at a distance of 8.27 km 
from the proposed project. 

6) Hence, for the above referred points Sa, 5c, Sd and 5e even though the proposed project is 
Category ‘B’ project shall be considered as category ‘A’ project since the General Condition 
applies to the same. The project proponent has completely suppressed this material fact 
and made false submissions to get the ToR for the proposed project from a Non- 
Jurisdictional Authority. 


The proposed PRR project involves diversion of 7.91 Ha of forest land in Sy. No. 59 
belonging to Jarakabandekaval RF and attracts the provisions of the Forest (Conservation) 
Act, 1980. Hence, application for diversion of forest land was submitted on 08.06.2020 in 
MOEF&CC online portal. Further, Jarakabandekaval RF does not fall under the category of 
Protected Areas. 


Puttenahalli Bird Conservation Reserve is located at a distance of 1.49 km from the 
proposed PRR alignment. However, ESZ guidelines are not applicable for the Conservation 
Reserves. me 


Further, a clarification regarding the categorization of the proposed project was submitted 
to MoEF&CC on 07.09.2020 and upon detailed discussions with the Director & Member 
Secretary, Expert Appraisal Committee (EAC), MoEF&CC it was informed that the Judgement 
of the Hon'ble Supreme Court stands viable. 


7) The project proponent has admitted and submitted that the Pre-Feasibility Report (PFR), draft 
ToR and Application is submitted to SEIAA, Karnataka through accredited sector specific 
consultant M/s. Environmental Health and Safety Consultants Pvt. Ltd., Bangalore during lis 
pendence before the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in C.A.No. 2566/2019 dt 17.03.2020 for 
obtaining EC without prejudice to outcome of the same. The proposed project is considered by 
SEIAA/SEAC and ToR dt 21.01.2020 is issued to the project proponent clearly shows non- 
application of mind in the said project by SEIAA &SEAC. When the project is category ‘A’ 
project, SEIAA/SEAC ought to have restrained themselves from proceeding further in appraisal 
of the said proposed project, since it is not their Jurisdiction to appraise category ‘A’ Project. 


That too when the project proponent themselves have admitted in their application that a 
court order is available w.r.t the same. 


During the submission of application for issue of ToRs it was clearly mention that the 
category of the project is ‘B’ (SI. No.12 of the application). 


8) Even otherwise, after perusing the Pre-feasibility Report (if at all if it is done), when the project 
proponent has admitted in the application as S.No.7 (f) Highways of schedule under EIA 
Notification 2006, then automatically GENERAL CONDITION shall apply for the simple reason 
that the proposed project traverses the declared ESA (TGR catchment area), declared Reserve 
Forest (Jarakabande kaval Reserve Forest) and nearby critically polluted area (Jigani- 
Bommasandra Industrial Area) which is admitted and submitted in the PFR by the project 
proponent. That means Category ‘B’ project shall be treated as category ‘A’ project for which 
COURT ORDER IS NOT AT ALL REQUIRED since it is all material facts which is suppressed by 
the project proponent in the application by saying that the General Condition does not apply to 
the proposed project is nothing but false submission. SEIAA/ SEAV ought to have rejected the 
application at the threshold itself instead of issuing ought to have rejected the application at 
the threshold itself instead of issuing ToR to the proposed project and hence the ToR is invalid 
since it is issued by a non-Jurisdictional Authority under EIA Notification 2006 which is in force 
till date. 


DISPOSAL OF CA No. 2566/2019 


9) The matter before the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in C.A. No. 2566/2019 is disposed of on 
Dt. 17.03.2020. 


AFTER DISPOSAL OF CA No. 2566/2019 


10) The Project proponent applied for Forest Clearance on 08.06.2020 for diversion of Forest land 
in Sy. No. 59 to an extent of 10.117 Ha (25 Acres) in Jarkabandekaval Reserve Forest FOR THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT. 

11) Based on project proponent authority request letter, KSPCB Regional Office-Yelahanka 
(Byatarayanapura) letter No. KSPCB/RO-Yelahanka (Bya) 2020-21/96 Dt 03.07.2020 and the 
Deputy Commissioner, Bengaluru Urban letter No. MAH(4)CR/11/2020-21 Dt 30.06.2020, 
Environmental Public Hearing Notice is issued on 17.07.2020 in Deccan Herald local daily 
Newspaper informing the general public about the Environmental Public hearing on 
18.08.2020 inviting any objections// suggestions, in spite of COVID-19 LOCKDOWN restrictions 
in place. 


The Deputy Commissioner, Bengaluru Urban vide letter dt: 30.06.2020 informed the 
Member Secretary, KSPCB to conduct the Environmental Public Hearing on 18.08.2020. 
Further, the Environmental Officer, Regional Office, Yelahanka quoting the Deputy 
Commissioner, Bengaluru Urban letter requested the Member Secretary, KSPCB to conduct 
the Environmental Public Hearing on 18.08.2020 on 03.07.2020. In view of the above, a 
paper notification informing the general public about the Environmental Public hearing 
was published in daily newspapers on 17.07.2020. 


12) The chronology of events is project proponent submits application for issue of ToR on 
12.11.2019 the ToR is issued on 21.01.2020, baseline data is collected during December, 2019- 
February, 2020 and the disposal of CA No. 2566/2019 is on 17.03.2020. 

13) The project proponent has completely misunderstood the said order for the following reasons: 

a. First of all, as admitted by project proponent the application should be submitted to 
SEAC and not SEIAA as per the said order which is against the said order. Any 


MEN IS issuad) 


a ar 
Saal et na 


| formation Act-200g « 


Application (s) w.r.t ToR/EC cannot be submitted to SEAC since it is only a State Expert 
Appraisal Committee which advises/ recommends the State Environment Impact 
Assessment Authority SEIAA about any project(s). SEIAA is the only authority under 
EIA Notification 2006 to accept any applications and issue ToR/EC by and to project 
proponent for only Category ‘B’ project(s) based on the recommendation of the SEAC. 


The application for obtaining ToRs was submitted to SEIAA, Karnataka as per the 
guidelines of the EIA Notification, 2006 and it subsequent amendments. SEIAA, Karnataka 
will then forward the proposal to SEAC, Karnataka who in turn will call the proponent for 
the presentation for ToRs appraisal. Followed by issue of proceedings by SEAC to SEIAA and 
issue of ToRs by SEIAA, Karnataka. 


b. At the time of submission before the Hon’ble Court there was no detailed mention of 
declared ESA viz., TGR Notification, critically polluted Areas declared by CPCB and 
GENERAL CONDITION of EIA Notification 2006. The argument was limited to the 
expiry of ToR time limit, delay in submission of draft EIA Report by non-accredited 
consultant involved for the same, applicability of 7(f) Highways under EIA Notification 
2006 and the number of trees to be felled for the proposed project, since, EC was 
already obtained from SEIAA which was stayed by NGT & later disposed of to conduct 
fresh EIA study. Further the Hon’ble Court is completely misleading and was created an 
impression that the earlier EC issued by SEIAA is in accordance with law without 
appraising the material facts about the Environmental status of the proposed project 
involving ESAs and Critically polluted areas satisfying General Conditions of EIA 
Notification 2006. 


c. But, on perusing the said order of the Hon'ble Court, it is very clear that, “The appellant 
shall have due regard to the various deficiencies noted in the present judgement as 
well as ensure that additional precautions are taken to account for the 
prevailing state of the environment” 

Meaning, all the ESA, Reserve Forests and the critically polluted areas shall 
also be taken note of and the General Condition against the S/No.7 (f) 
Highways under the Schedule in EIA Notification 2006 comes into play. 

ii, Para no.83(iv) says that, “The appellant shall ensure that the requisite clearances under 
various enactments have been obtained and submitted to the SEAC prior to the consideration by it 
of the information submitted by the appellant in accordance with the Oms issued by the MoEF&CC 
from time to time”. 


Meaning, all the required clearances from forest department, Standing Committee of the 
National Board for Wildlife (SCNBWL), KSPCB, Tree officer of Forest Department, lakes/ wetlands 
authority, lake conservation and development authority, construction related are to be submitted 
to SEAC for consideration of the proposed project as admitted in the draft EIA Report. Except for 
the application to obtain forest clearance no other steps are taken to obtain the same for the 
proposed project. Further clearance from SCNBWL is left to the wisdom of the Regulatory 
Authority (EAC/SEAC) to recommend for the proposed project as per the OM dt 08.08.2019. 


Compliance: 
The details of requisite clearances to be obtained prior to the consideration by SEAC are 
explained in Section 1.4 of Chapter-1. 

iii. Para np. 83 (v) says that, 


“The SEAC shall thereafter assess the rapid EIA report and other information submitted to it by the 
appellant in accordance with the role assigned to it under the 2006 Notification. If it is of the 
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opinion that the appellant has compiled with the 2006 Notification as well as directions issued by 
this court, only then shall it recommend to the SEIAA the grant of EC for the proposed project. The 
SEAC and the SEIAA would lay down appropriate conditions concerning air, water, noise, land, 
biological and socio-economical environment and other conditions it deems fit. 


Meaning, the Hon'ble court with its wisdom and noting the seriousness and sensitivity of 
the matter has taken precaution consciously about the responsibility of SEAC/SEIAA being an 
expertise, when GENERAL CONDITION applies to the said project, even though the proposed 
project is Category ‘B’ it shall be treated as Category ‘A’ project in which SEAC/SEIAA has no role 
to play under the said EIA Notification 2006. All Category ‘A’ project shall be appraised by 
MoEF&CC at Central level as per regulation No.2 and No. 4(ii) read with No.7(i) II Stage-2 scoping 
of the EIA notification 2006. Hence, SEIAA/SEAC ought to have returned the proposed project of 
project proponent with a detailed reasoning in writing to approach the said court order is nothing 
but wrong interpretation of the said court order to suit one’s convenience. EIA notification 2006 is 
not at all complied on many terms by the project proponent and hence SEAC should recommend 
SEIAA to Not to issue EC for the proposed project which is an acid test in the eyes of the Hon’ble 
Court expected out of the expert body. 


14) The project proponent ought to have withdrawn the application submitted to SEIAA for the 
proposed project in the first place, which is not done, instead have gone ahead to conduct the 
Environmental Public Hearing based on ToR issued by a non-jurisdictional Authority. The act 
of project proponent is against the submission made before the Hon'ble Supreme Court that 
with abundant caution executed the EIA process and applied for the grant of an EC. In simple 
terms contempt of court order. 

15) The project proponent admits and submits draft EIA Report to the concerned authorities to 
hold Environmental Public Hearing based on the ToR issued by non-jurisditional Authority. 

16) It is pertinent to note that the said ToR and the draft EIA report based on the same are 
completely objected and opposed in toto. Assuming and not admitting the said ToR and the 
draft EIA Report prepared based on the said ToR which is not in accordance in law, a lot of 
discrepancies are noticed in the said draft EIA report which are mentioned out herein. 

17) The project proponent admits in the draft EIA Report that, 

a. Jarkabandekaval Reserve Forest is a declared Forest Area covers an area of 199.92 Ha 
and the proposed project passes through 10.117 Ha (25 acres) Forest area (drastic 
change from 1.5 Ha as indicated in application and PFR?) 

b. Bannerghatta National Park is a declared Eco-Sensitive Zone and is at a distance of 6.6 
km from the proposed project. 

c. Puttenahalli Bird Conservation Reserve is at a distance of 1.49 km from the proposed 
project. 

d. Jigani-Bommasandra Industrial Area is critically polluted area and is at a distance of 4 
km from the proposed project. 

e. Peenya industrial area is severely polluted and is at a distance of 3.4 km from the 
proposed project. 

f, Tippagondanahalli Reservoir Catchment Area is a declared eco-sensitive area and the 
proposed project runs a distance of 13.65 km (chainage: 0+000 km to 13+650 km) 
inside the ESA. 

g. The interstate boundary of Tamil Nadu State is situated at a distance of 8.27 km from 
the proposed project. 

Which clearly establishes the fact that the GENERAL CONDITION against S.No. 7()) 

Highways under EIA Notification 2006 is attracted and SEIAA/SEAC are the non- 

Jurisdictional Authority. 
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The pre-feasibility report will be prepared based on the secondary data available prior to 
the studies whereas, the purpose of baseline data collection is to analyse all the facts in 
detail and present it in EIA/EMP report. Factually correct data will be arrived upon detailed 
survey and analysis. 


18) The project proponent admits that the proposed project is classified as “ORANGE” category in 
its draft EIA Report, then the same cannot be established inside a declared Biosphere Reserve 
and Eco-sensitive Zone as well as within 10 kms from the boundary of National Parks and 
Sanctuaries and Wildlife corridors and also within 12 kms from the notified archaeological 
monuments as per KSPCB siting guidelines for Orange industries. Since, as admitted in the 
draft EIA Report that the proposed project traverses through Jarkabandekaval RF, TGR 
Catchment area which are notified as well as Bannerghatta National Park and Puttenahalli 
Bird Conservation Reserve are within 10 kms and Tippu’s Birth place and Devanahalli fort are 
within 12 kms from the proposed project, hence, the project proponent cannot proceed with 
the same. 

19) The Right of way (RoW) of the proposed project is 100 m as admitted by the project proponent 
whereas, the typical cross section details submitted in the draft EIA Report is 113m which is 
13% more than the proposed is incorrect factual data. 


The median of the proposed project is 13 m which is further divided into open drain of 5m 
and granular shoulder of 8 m. Further details of the other 16 components totaling to 100 m 
are given in Table 2.10 of Chapter-2. 


20) The number of trees to be cut is admitted as 33,838 Nos in the draft EIA Report out of which 
9304 trees are in TGR-ESA and 631 trees are in Jarakabandekaval RF area whereas the same is 
shown as 16,685 trees in the application and PFR which is 20% more than the proposed is 
incorrect factual data. 

21) The number of lakes wherein FLYOVER is proposed are SIX for the proposed project whereas 
there is a restriction on any kind of development around project whereas there is a restriction 
on any kind of development around water body/ Rajakaluve/ nalas as per the order of various 
courts is nothing but non-application of mind by the project proponent and clear violation of 
the order to that effect. 


Compliance: 

As per the Hon’ble Supreme Court order dt:05.03.2019, it was directed to maintain a 
distance of 30 m from the periphery of the water body for development of green belt. 
Accordingly, buffer of minimum 30 m maintained from the boundary of alignment to lake 
boundary. Further, flyovers are proposed along 6 lakes to minimize the impact on lakes. 
Necessary permission for the same will be obtained from the authority. 


22) The alternative site and technology for the proposed project is not at all shown in the draft EIA 
Report which is submitted. Instead have admitted that the PRR should be circle hence flyovers 
are designed over the lakes. This would result in disturbing the entire environment of the 
water body and its surroundings which is irreparable, irreparable, irreversible in nature. 

23) The project implementation schedule is shown from April-14 to April-18 as per draft EIA 
Report SUBMITTED WHEREAS THE PUBLIC Hearing is in August 2020 which is absurd. 


Due to voluminous and various subjects involved in the proposed project there is time constraint in 
preparing a detailed objection to the proposed project and hence request to provide at least 15 
more days to submit the same at a later date to the concerned authorities. 


Therefore, as listed and not limiting to the above points it may be noted that the said proposed 
project by the Project Proponent has violated all relevant statutes rules and regulations of 
applicable acts and Notifications with respect to the Environment and Ecology issued from time to 
time which is supported by the relevant orders from Hon’ble Courts and Tribunals. Also the details 
provided in the draft EIA Report is way beyond the PFR submitted to get ToR with suppression of 
material facts incorrect factual data and is nothing but concealment of factual data which is 
completely unacceptable. Project Proponent cannot overrule the violations of the Environment & 
Ecology Rules and Norms under the guise of infrastructure development which are in force from 
time to time. 


The project proponent ought to have approached the relevant Regulatory Authority viz.,, MoEF at 
Central level be it as per EIA Notification, 1994 or EIA Notification, 2006 who are the ONLY 
JURISDICTIONAL authority to appraise the said project in the Region in accordance with law in 
force and cannot take shelter under the pretext of the order of Hon'ble Supreme Court which also 
in its wisdom has rightly put relevant conditions to that effect. In a nut shell the actions of the 
project proponent are against the order the Hon'ble Supreme Court. 


Hence, request your kind self to take necessary action against the Project Proponent to withdraw 
from the establishment of the proposed project without relevant permissions from the competent 
Regulatory Authority concerned and not to permit LARGE scale ORANGE category industry which 
is barred in the Region under permissible prevailing laws and compliance of Environment norms in 
force. 


19. Abhishek G. Nayak, Plot No. 116, Sri Lakshmi Towers, Defence Colony Sahakarnagara, Bangalore- 
560092 


ions/comments: 


Complaint 1: As per 6.3 of the Executive Summary of the draft EIA report, it is mentioned that a 
flyover is proposed at two areas in Chikkabanahalli village belonging to Bangalore East Taluk and 
at Kasaghattapura Village belonging to Bangalore North Taluk. Flyover is proposed at the 
intersection of the PRR and Petronet pipelines to avoid impact on MHB Petronet pipeline. 


In addition to this, a ‘casing pipe’ will be provided to avoid mechanical damage to pipeline running 
parallel to the proposed PRR alignment, in coordination with Petronet MHB. For the case of 
pipelines crossing ina busy road or highway, metallic casing is preferred as per the API RP 1102 
protocol, in the following villages Bilishivale, Vaderahalli, Rampur and Aduru. 


As per the Petronet MHB statement of survey numbers under which pipeline is laid in various 
villages of Bangalore North and East Taluks- #3 and #17 are where the flyovers are being made 


#8, #9, #10 & #11 is where the gas pipelines are running parallel to the PRR alignment which you 
will be re-inforcing. 


But what has not been addressed are- 

#1 Kempapura - Sy. 45 

#2 Kalatammanahalli - Sy. Nos. 110, 111, 112/1, 113/1, 129/1 
#15 Doddabanahalli - Sy. No. 3 

Kindly confirm the following: 


1. Has the Gol/Ministry of Petroleum and Minerals approved the decision taken by the BDA 
and Petronet MHB, which is in clear contravention of Section 9 of the Petroleum and 
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Minerals pipelines (Acquisition of Rights of User in land) Act 1962 which clearly specifies 

that: 

a) The owner or occupier of the land, the right of user of which has been acquired, shall 
not construct any building or any other structure on that land 

b) Shall not construct any building or any other structure on that land 

c) Shall not plant any tree on that land. 


Further the right of way should be easily accessible for maintenance and also in case of 
exigencies, since the pipeline contains hazardous and highly inflammable products. If so, 
kindly provide a copy of the approval. 


2. Has the Ministry of Petroleum been informed and have they approved the decision of 
having the PRR overhead (flyover) at 5.2 km height without vertical supports on the ROU 
of 18 m at Kasaghattapura and Chikkabanahalli? if so, kindly provide a copy of the same. 

3. Does the State Fire Safety Department have the manpower, firefighting equipment and 
expertise to handle a blow out should one occur due to a pipeline being damaged during 
the excavation or due to the impact of a pile up on this stretch of road thereby causing 
secondary damage to the pipelines? Have the statutory clearances been obtained from the 
Central & State Fire Safety Department? If so, kindly provide a copy of the same. 

4, In the event of any mishap kindly specify which State Government agency will bear the 
responsibility for having taken this decision to alter the structures laid down by the 
Ministry of Petroleum and Minerals? 


Complaint 2: 
OBJECTIONS FOR THE PUBLIC HEARING -ON 18.08.2020 


As per the Forest Officer BDA’s RTI Response to the numbers of trees that were listed for felling in 
24.04.2009 was 16685. 


How could the trees have listed for felling in 2020 increase by doubled to 33838 on the very same 
alignment of the PRR1? 


Kindly confirm that the PRR1 alignment for which the draft EIA studies 2020 was conducted is the 
same PRR1 alignment as it was in 2007? 


(Refer to print 3.2 page 6 of the Executive summary of the draft EIA Report) 

Discussions in this regard were already initiated with Petronet MHB authorities on 
28.05.2020 and 29.05.2020. All the construction activities will be initiated upon obtaining 
requisite approvals from the requisite Authorities. Further, necessary precautionary 
measures such as Emergency Preparedness Plan, prohibition of mechanical excavation, 
blasting in the surrounding area of the pipeline & periodic onsite emergency mock drill 
will be ensured during construction phase upon necessary consultation and approvals 


from requisite authority. The details and brief protocol to be followed in case of such 
incidents are addressed in Section 7.11 of Chapter-7. 


The previous EIA report stated that the project involved removal of 200 trees and 
subsequently, the Horticulture Dept., assessed that 16,685 trees are to be removed. 
However, as per the direction of the Hon’ble NGT and Supreme Court, upon detailed studies, 
33,838 trees was recorded along the PRR alignment within the 100 m RoW. 


20. Colonel Vishwanath, Mob: 9008444483 


| have born and brought up in Bengaluru and aged 66 years. I have seen the environmental 
changes which spoiled the city from Garden city into a cement concrete jungle. Thus, | register my 
sincere opposition for PRR project which would further spoil the environment of the city to worse 


than irreparable level by cutting 33,000 trees, swallowing water bodies and innumerable fauna 
along with flora. 


The public place faith in you, as the protector of our forest’s waters and environment. We appeal to 
you as citizens of this fair city to render it the fairness of due process for a 5 km long proposal 
called the Peripheral Ring Road, costing 15,000+ crores, 33,000 trees, water bodies, catchments 
area & reserved forest areas. 


You know the events that led to this pass: the initial Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) was 
deemed erroneous and rejected by the National Green Tribunal, as the BDA had revealed only 200 
trees to be axed for the project. At the same time, the Horticulture and Forest Department 
submitted to the NGT that 16,685 trees would have to be felled. Despite BDA’s protestations, the 
supreme court ruled that a fresh and accurate EIA be prepared, which brought to light that over 
33,000 trees would be felled. 


You are also aware that the BDA has since changed the alignment of the Ring Road, hence 
rendering it a new project as per Karnataka Town & country planning Act. This voids the current 
EIA and calls not just for a fresh EIA but a new development proposal (scheme) to be drafted, 
including wide ranging public hearings, feasibility studies, alternatives and fresh budget approvals 
from the Government of Karnataka. It is at that stage that a new EIA is to be drafted, as per the 
Karnataka Town & Country Planning Act, Section 14(A). 


PRR Project near Bylakere Road between Hesaraghatta and Yelahanka 


As a Civil Servant, you well know that the utility of public projects must be determined as specified 
by law, through the course of due process with its concomitant safeguards. This will ensure that 
affecting the people of Bengaluru are resolved before commencement. 


Since the current EIA is null and void due to change in alignment, how can it then be used to 
evaluate the new project? Furthermore, in the throes of the covid-19 pandemic, a public 
consultation has been scheduled for 11 am on August 18 near Avalahalli village, asking the public 
to congregate. This is clearly a violation of the National Disaster Management act which forbids 
the arrangement of congregations. 


This letter is to be beseech you to follow the law of the land, scrap the EIA and advise the BDA to 
draft a new scheme. This also obviates any need for a public hearing during a pandemic. A new, 
properly drafted scheme that passes through the due process, will allow optimal public utility of 
the project with public reviews generating creative suggestions for limiting ecological costs, 
investments in public transport along that corridor, and reducing monetary expenditure. 


In short, it will hold the government of Karnataka accountable to the public in letter and spirt, and 
ask you to intermediate to that end, which too is your brief. 


We hope that you will heed citizen requests, and ensure that due process is followed for the 
Peripheral Ring Road proposal. 


Compliance: 


As per Section 14(A) of the Karnataka Town & Country Planning Act, 1963, the Planning 
Authority may with previous approval of the State Government allow such changes in the 
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land use or development from the outline development plan as may be necessitated by 
topographical cartographical or other errors and omissions. However, as per Section 
14A(3) of the Karnataka Town and Country Planning (Amendment) Act, 2020 
dt:20.10.2020, certain areas such as major and minor roads, national highways, state 
highways, traffic circulation pattern, areas reserved for parks, playgrounds, and other 
recreational uses will be excluded. The Planning Authority shall levy such fee as may be 
prescribed by the Government before allowing such change of land use from the Master 
Plan. 


BDA in exercise of the powers conferred under sub section (1) of Section 19 of the BDA Act, 
1976 and in exercise of the powers conferred in clause (c) of section 3 and 7 of the Land 
Acquisition Act, 1894, Government of Karnataka vide Government order no. UDD 399 MNX 
2006, Bangalore dt: 29.06.2007 issued Final Notification for Land acquisition of 733 ha 
(1810.18 acres) in 67 villages. Therefore, the alignment will not be changed entirely and 
the project will be implemented with minor modifications (if any) upon obtaining requisite 
approval. The fresh EIA/EMP report has been prepared based on the Final Notification for 
Land acquisition issued by GoK on 29.06.2007. 


As per Section 14(A) of the Karnataka Town & Country Planning Act, 1963, the Planning 
Authority may with previous approval of the State Government allow such changes in the 
land use or development from the outline development plan as may be necessitated by 
topographical cartographical or other errors and omissions. However, as per Section 
14A(3) of the Karnataka Town and Country Planning (Amendment) Act, 2020 
dt:20.10.2020, certain areas such as major and minor roads, national highways, state 
highways, traffic circulation pattern, areas reserved for parks, playgrounds, and other 
recreational uses will be excluded. The Planning Authority shall levy such fee as may be 
prescribed by the Government before allowing such change of land use from the Master 
Plan. 


Further, Government of Karnataka vide Government order no. UDD 399 MNX 2006, 
Bangalore dt: 29.06.2007 issued Final Notification for Land acquisition of 733 ha (1810.18 
acres) in 67 villages. Therefore, the alignment will not be changed entirely and the project 
will be implemented with minor modifications (if any) upon obtaining requisite approval. 
The fresh EIA/EMP report has been prepared based on the Final Notification for Land 
acquisition issued by GoK on 29.06.2007. 


The proposed project has been under discussion since 2005 and several reports pertaining 
to the project has been released for the public reference since then. Hence, publishing the 
DPR is not mandatory. 


Aranya 


Obiection/; 


In order to protect 33938 trees, 6 water bodies and 25 acres of forest land, 1 stand in opposition of 
the PRR! The current global crisis we are in right now is an effect of such invasive human 
development projects. We must learn from the past and take better actions in the present. Building 
more roads is just going to worsen traffic, it is not the solution! We must focus on better modes of 
public transport! 


We must protect these water bodies and forests to prevent more crises affecting the people! We 
must prevent farmers from losing their land, this kind of development will never benefit them! Hus, 


! urge you to consider to scrap the plans for the PRR route! It will not benefit anyone who really 
needs the help. 


Compliance; 

The trees proposed for felling will be compensated by 1:10 ratio and the equal 
compensatory afforestation land for diversion of forest land adjacent to Bannerghatta 
National Park has been handed over to Forest Dept.,. Further, the project is connecting the 
existing NICE road to make it ‘ring’ or ‘circle’ for ease of traffic. Wherever, the project 
alignment is abutting the water bodies, buffer has been maintained and flyovers have been 
proposed. The compensation will be paid as per the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement at: 
20.01.2022 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1614-1616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous 


Application No(s).1346-1348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 7661-7663 of 2018 and BDA 
Act, 1976. 


22. Citizens for Bengaluru 
Objection/comments: 


The Peripheral Ring Road is a 65 kms long project coating 15000+ crores. The Environmental 
Impact Assessment shows 33000 trees facing the axe, impact to water bodies, catchment areas and 
reserved forest areas. 


Your office has scheduled a virtual public hearing for citizens feedback on September 3, 2020. How 
can people comment on a project with no visibility into the Detailed Project Report, its horizontal 
and vertical alignment, traffic analysis & forecast that les to it, its pavement, road & lane design, 
interchanges and flyovers, amenities etc.? on what basis will a public comment on a public utility 
with no documentation on its plan details? 


A project with such massive infrastructure, social, economical and environmental impact needs to 
be reviewed with diligence, alternatives considered, protection of greenery enabled and planned 
public utilities along the PRR disclosed. The DPR, which is meant to capture all of this and more is a 
public document and must be released for public consumption at least two weeks ahead of the 
consultation. 


Where is the DPR on which this EIA was drafted, available? 


Even the public hearing on this project on Aug 18, amidst times of Covid, and despite instructions 
from authorities to cancel, was held without a DPR accessible by public! Such a hearing is invalid 
on every count! 


The utility of public projects must be determined as specified by law and also ensure due processes 
are followed. The realignment renders the current EIA null and void and calls for a fresh EIA as per 
Section 14(A) of the Karnataka Town & Country Planning Act, with a new scheme to be drafted 
including feasibility studies, extensive public hearings, alternatives and fresh approvals. 


With this, the absence of the DPR for even the current EIA is quite baffling given the urgency with 
which the project is being undertaken. 


We hereby request that DPR for this project is made available publicly on the BDA website and the 
public intimated as to its location. We also remind that law of the land and due process be followed 
throughout the course of the project, which has already flagged many discrepancies. 


We hope that you will heed public demand and release the DPR immediately. After all, it is a public 
document. 
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Compliance; 

As per Section 14(A) of the Karnataka Town & Country Planning Act, 1963, the Planning 
Authority may with previous approval of the State Government allow such changes in the 
land use or development from the outline development plan as may be necessitated by 
topographical cartographical or other errors and omissions. However, as per Section 
14A(3) of the Karnataka Town and Country Planning (Amendment) Act, 2020 
dt:20.10.2020, certain areas such as major and minor roads, national highways, state 
highways, traffic circulation pattern, areas reserved for parks, playgrounds, and other 
recreational uses will be excluded. The Planning Authority shall levy such fee as may be 
prescribed by the Government before allowing such change of land use from the Master 
Plan. 


Further, Government of Karnataka vide Government order no. UDD 399 MNX 2006, 
Bangalore dt: 29.06.2007 issued Final Notification for Land acquisition of 733 ha (1810.18 
acres) in 67 villages. Therefore, the alignment will not be changed entirely and the project 
will be implemented with minor modifications (if any) upon obtaining requisite approval. 
The fresh EIA/EMP report has been prepared based on the Final Notification for Land 
acquisition issued by GoK on 29.06.2007. 


The proposed project has been under discussion since 2005 and several reports pertaining 
to the project has been released for the public reference since then. Hence, publishing the 
DPR is not mandatory. 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the 
present pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as 
per the guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such 
as thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand 
sanitizers, seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two separate platforms 
with social distancing. 


Subsequently, keeping in view of the present COVID-19 pandemic situation, a Virtual 
Environmental Public Hearing was conducted on 23.09.2020 to obtain the views of the 
public. Further, the comments/suggestions/objections were submitted by the public from 
July, 2020 to November, 2020 to the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and 
Bangalore Development Authority Office through oral/written submissions or e-mail. The 
Compliance to all these comments/suggestions/objections will be published in the BDA 
official website for the public to go through it. 


23. Samrudh S Hegde, 236/1, 80 ft Rd, 5th Cross, Opp Ramaiah Hospital, Bangalore-560094 
Objection/comments: 
Objection 1: 


According to the Environmental Impact Assessment released in June, around 33,838 trees are 
required to be cut down in order to build the 65 Km Peripheral Ring Road in Bengaluru. The report 
also highlights that the project will have a devastating impacts on the environment and will 
greatly endanger ecosystems in and around Bengaluru. 
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Having read the draft EIA report, we as responsible citizens strongly object to the construction of 
the PRR in its present form, a project that would cause such extensive environmental damage. Even 
though we believe that certain development and decongestion project are essential for the 
progress of our Bengaluru city, such project cannot be undertaken at the cost of harming our 
environment at such massive scale. 


The petition started in this regard, received an overwhelming response from not only the 
concerned citizen of Bengaluru but also from anxious citizen across the country and the world. 
Attached with this letter is the petition with over two thousand signatures. 


Citizens Request: 

1. The proposed PRR project in its present form be scrapped, and a new project be conceptualized. 
2. Or, the project is modified such that it does not cause such grave damage to the environment. 

3. To call for a public hearing to listen to citizens concerns. 


4. To consider a different route for the PRR project avoiding all environmentally sensitive, 
catchment and forest areas. 


We sincerely hope that you sir will consider our earnest requests stated above and help save our 
Bengaluru. We believe our voice shall be head and you will consider and take our cause forward in 
the upcoming days. We hope to get a positive response at the earliest. 


Objection 2: 


As per the Forest Officer BDA’s RTI Response to the numbers of trees that were listed for felling in 
24,04.2009 was 16685. 


How could the trees have listed for felling in 2020 increase by double to 33838 on the very same 
alignment of the PRR1? | object to the felling of such a huge number of trees for the purpose of the 
project. Such destruction of the environment cannot be undertaken. 


Kindly confirm that the PRR1 alignment for which the draft EIA studies 2020 was conducted is the 
same PRR1 alignment as it was in 2007? 


Compliance; 


Government of Karnataka vide Government order no. UDD 399 MNX 2006, Bangalore dt: 
29.06.2007 issued Final Notification for Land acquisition of 733 ha (1810.18 acres) in 67 
villages. Therefore, the alignment will not be changed entirely and the project will be 
implemented with minor modifications (if any) upon obtaining requisite approval. The 
fresh EIA/EMP report has been prepared based on the Final Notification for Land 
acquisition issued by GoK on 29.06.2007. Further, the Environmental Public Hearing for 
the project has been conducted as per the guidelines issued in EIA Notification, 2006 and it 
subsequent amendments. 


. Vijaykumar D V, E1301, The Gardens, ETA Star, Magadi Rd. Bengaluru-560023 


i mm 
1. BNP (Bannerghatta National Park): at less than 8 Kms will continue to be precious and eco 
sensitive, notwithstanding drastic reduction (a mere 100m to 1Km) of ESZ by MoEF on 11.03.2020 
by a notification. Sensitivity of a zone cannot be decided by simple notification. To conserve and 
protect the BNP from ecological, environmental and biodiversity, which is the aim of ESZ limits and 
building a huge road within 8 Km distance. The rare, threatened and endangered species of flora, 
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mammals, reptiles, birds will be extinct by the construction of this huge PRR and developments 
which are bound to take place thereafter. In fact, improvement of economic activities like 
commercial ventures, infrastructure development, IT etc. is one of the aims of PRR. 


If PRR is constructed as per draft EIA, ‘developments’ in the form of concrete structures, and/or 
urban sprawl - both legal and illegal is bound to happen. This new urban sprawl will extend and 
cover part/full BNP - one and only national park in the vicinity of our city, causing huge 
destruction to our already polluted city. We have failed to check land encroachment and 
encouraged the same thru “aakrama -sakrama’” (legalizing illegal) schemes and hence the fear of 
losing part/full BNP is real. 


The PRR will be overwhelmed with traffic sooner or later. Then what? As per the present thinking 
we should have a ring road outside PRR which will definitely cover BNP - partly or fully. Is this the 
way we treat our national parks and ESZ? 


Environmental protection is supreme and cannot be compromised for building PRR. The 
environmental damage is ridiculously huge which was not anticipated when it was mooted some 
20 years ago by false/incorrect reports echo loss. The post COVID situation (work from home, e- 
commerce, e-governance), improvement of public transport, etc. will result in considerable 
reduction in traffic, which our existing network of roads can manage. 


Compliance: 


The PRR alignment is located at a distance of 7.90 km from the boundary of Bannerghatta 
National Park for which the final ESZ Notification has been issued by MoEF&CC on 
11.03.2020. Therefore, as per the item No.4(ii) of MoEF&CC OM dt: 08.08.2019 and 
16.07.2020 proposals involving developmental activity/project located outside the 
stipulated boundary limit of notified ESZ and located within 10 km of National Park/ 
Wildlife Sanctuary, prior clearance from Standing Committee of the National Board for 
Wildlife (SCNBWL) is not applicable. This clearly indicates that the construction activities 
are not prohibited out outside the National Park which is well away from the National 
Park. Further, the area surrounding the National Park is an urban landscape with 
concrete structures and no wildlife corridors are located along PRR alignment which 
affects the wildlife. However, necessary mitigation measures such as avoiding construction 
activities during time, proper muck management and water sprinkling activities will be 
ensured so as not to disturb the wildlife. 


2. Critically Polluted (Red) Areas and severely Polluted area (Orange): Peenya industrial area and 
Jigani - Bommasandra Industrial areas notified as severely polluted area and critically polluted 
area by CPCB and are located at a distance of 3.4 Km and 4Km respectively from the proposed PRR 
alignment. These industrial areas are required to take measures to reduce pollution by increase of 
green belt cover by 40% of the total land area beyond the permissible requirement of 33%, 
wherever feasible and stipulation of greenbelt outside the project premises such as avenue 
plantation, plantation in vacant area, social forestry, etc. as per directions of CPCB. Now, instead of 
reducing pollution in these industrial areas through afforestation in and around these areas as 
directed by CPCB, the PRR will destroy the existing trees and acts as counterproductive to the 
directions of CPCB. So, these industrial areas will continue remain critically polluted (Red) Areas 
and severely polluted area (Orange) permanently. Even part of PRR may become Critically 
Polluted (Red) areas or severely Polluted area (Orange). Therefore, building a PRR within 5 kms of 
critically polluted (Red) Areas and severely Polluted areas (Orange) is not proper. 


Compliance: 


Green belt development within industrial premises are to be ensured by the respective 
owners. However, as part of green belt development plantation activities in the ratio 1:10 
along the green space of PRR and designated places suggested by Karnataka Forest 
Department will be ensured. Further, upon implementation, the same will be ensured as 
part of six monthly compliance report submission to MoEF&CC. 


3. Jarakabande Forest: Bengaluru is crying of trees, parks, green area, mini forests afforestation to 
counter the loss of green canopy from about 770% to around 3% - not another project which 
destroys trees and forests in and around the city. Without this PRR Bengaluru is already polluted, 
in all aspects - Air, Water Climate. Air is not breathable for people having pulmonary problems 
and young children. In fact, polluted air is a major cause for large no. of persons having pulmonary 
problems. More and more people are forced to dink RO (Reverse Osmosis) treated water - not just 
treatment with chlorine. With most of the trees lost to so called development, the rainwater is not 
seeping into soil recharge ground water but causing floods and soil erosion. Nearby sources of 
drinking water are also polluted and hence compelled to draw most of the water from Cauvery 
which id more 100 Km and at lower level necessitating huge pumping and piping cost. Building 
PRR in forest area along with loss of more than 33,000 trees and the resulted ‘developments’, 
thereafter, will further aggravate the water problem, all over the city. Heat is another factor 
resulting from loss of green canopy. Absorption of heat and cooling of atmosphere by trees is 
seriously affected due their relentless slaughter resulting high temperatures and heat islands. The 
city had the title of naturally air conditioned with none of the house/buildings requiring even a 
simple fan. Now, fans and air conditioning is a norm - at a huge, but avoidable energy cost. The 
impact mitigation measures suggested in EIA draft is not practical and remain in paper only- for 
example compensatory afforestation (CA) at 1:10 ratio - not a single project in Karnataka where 
such conditions were specified have successfully carried out. Even in CA is carried the norm itself is 
faulty, as 10 saplings/plants cannot compensate a fully growing tree, when you consider its 
environmental and other benefits year a 50-year life cycle. 


Compliance: 

The project requires diversion of 7.91 Ha of forest land belonging to Jarakabandekaval RF 
which attracts the provisions of Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980. About 0.79 km of the 
proposed project alignment passes through Jarakabandekaval RF and about 631 trees are 
recorded within the forest land proposed to be diverted. To compensate the forest 
diversion, 14.60 ha (36.10 acres) of land has been identified in Sy. No 156 of Mantapa 
Village, Jigani Hobli, Anekal Taluk, Bangalore Urban District which is adjacent to 
Bannerghatta National Park and found suitable for compensatory afforestation and 
management point of view. As per the prevailing guidelines of MoEF&CC and KFD, requisite 
NPV and cost for compensatory afforestation will be paid. 


4, Lakes (Tank at Jarakabande Forest, Chinnaganahalli lake, Chikkabanahalli lake, Gunjur lake, 
Chikkatogur lake and Thirumenahalli lake) and TG Halli Reservoir catchment area: 


We have already lost about 176 lakes out of 261. We are already regretting this huge loss of 
lakes/tanks (kere) along with their eco-system. We are also in the process of rejuvenating many 
lakes. When we have realized our folly of destroying huge no. of lakes this proposal of destroying 
six more lakes/tanks for the sake of PRR is uncalled for. We should rejuvenate these lakes/tanks - 
not build PRR over them. The harmful impact of PRR on these water bodies is huge and permanent 
and cannot be mitigated by the measures suggested in the EIA Draft. For the same reasons, TG 
Halli reservoir catchment area should not be disturbed by any construction or activities. However, 
planting more trees is welcome. 
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Therefore, PRR is not viable in/around sensitive areas like Bannerghatta National Park (BNP), 
critically and severely polluted industrial area (Peenya Industrial Area and Jigani - Bommasandra 
Industrial Area), Forest area (Jarakabande Forest) and lakes/tanks (Tank at Jarakabande Forest, 
Chinnaganahalli lake, chikkabanahalli lake, Gunjur lake, Chikkatogur Lake and Thirumenahhali 
Lake), including T G Halli catchment area. PRR and resultant ‘developments’ thereafter will 
destroy these sensitive areas. 


Compliance; 


The proposed PRR alignment passes along 6 lakes and flyovers are proposed along these 
lakes to minimize the impact on lakes along with necessary mitigation measures as 
mentioned in Chapter-4. Further, an amount of Rs. 15 Cr has been allocated for 
rejuvenation of these 6 lakes. 


S. Nityananda, H-102, Mantri Paradise, Bannerghatta Rd, Bengaluru- 560076, Tel: 26092118 


Objection/ : 


Referring to the Executive Summary of the EIA/EMP, the PRR is planned to merge with the NICE 
Road to form a continuous ring around the city. 


The NICE Road is a four lane divided carriageway. The PRR is planned as a FOURTEEN LANE road 
(including service lanes). There seems to be a very big mismatch in width and capacity between 
the two roads which will lead to bottle necks at the merge points, holding up heavy vehicles like 
trucks, trailers etc. Formation of a smooth ring around the city cannot be achieved with such a 
mismatch. 


We suggest that BDA may consider the following measures which have advantages listed below 


di For purely residential access, 3 lanes on each side for service roads are not needed and this 
can be made 2 lanes on either side. (Similar design is used in ORR which is a densely populated 
area). To increase compatibility with NICE road, the main carriageway can be reduced to 6 lanes 
instead of eight. We can note that KRDCL is already widening many roads in the same regions as 
PRR and hence the traffic take up on PRR will not justify 8 lanes. Making the PRR a ten lane road 
(6 plus 4 service lanes) will reduce the ROW to 100 - 14 = 86 Metres , deriving the following 
benefits 


e Easier integration with NICE Road. This can be achieved by a small widening of the NICE 
Rd service lanes to a full lane, making it a true six lane road. 

e Reduced need to demolish village structures, temples, homes and buildings , providing 
relief to the common people of Bengaluru rural 

e Reduction in size of structures overflying six affected lakes, 

e Large reduction in number of trees to be felled in plantations and in forest areas 

e Reduced costs of environmental mitigation in plantation and transplantation. 

e Great benefits to the vital T G Halli catchment area which is under severe development 
pressure , as admitted by the EIA / EMP itself. 

e Service roads to be built only where residential areas are found nearby. Not to be built in 
open areas or forest / plantation areas. 

e Economic benefits in reduced capital costs , reduced compensation payable to PAPs. 


In view of KRDCL road expansion projects underway, it is not justified to go in for a 14 lane PRR 
and a reduced width is sufficient for the envisaged load. 
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We request BDA to consider the impact of the KRDCL road expansion when finalizing the PRR 
capacity, since many trucks and vehicles will use the KRDCL roads instead of a tolled PRR. 


2. EIA Chapter 9 mentions that about 338000 trees are to be planted as compensation for those 
that are felled. Forest Dept must maintain these trees for at least 3 years and monitor the survival 
every six months. Details of such inspection should be made available to the public on BDA 
website. At time of planting / transplanting, BDA must record the GPS location of each tree with 
tree details and upload to a public database. This can be updated at each inspection and later be 
used to track the tree survival. 


3. The PRR cross section mentions a median of 13 metres width, with a central drain of 5 M width. 
The balance 8 metres width is planned to be planted with shrubs which may serve to cut the glare 
of oncoming headlights. This does not use the large median area optimally. BDA can consider the 
median as a green resource and along with shrubs, every ten meters a large shade giving tree can 
be planted on the median on either side along with the shrubs. If even 40 kms length is planted 
this way, it will result in planting of 8000 additional large trees which will give a very aesthetic 
look to this road. Large sized Trees like Rain Tree, Goni Mara, Basari, Arjuna, Jamun, Tamarind, 
Buddha’s Coconut, Mahogany, can be considered for median planting , as they will also throw 
shade on the main carriageway. This will reduce temperature rise on the road in all seasons. 


4, About 38000 trees are proposed to be planted along the PRR alignment. What is the tree 
spacing planned and how many rows of trees are planned to be planted ? Is there sufficient land 
available for this green belt to hold 38000 trees ? 


There is a need to widen NICE Road to 6 lanes and make the PRR design a ten lane road. In view of 
this the project may be placed on hold pending revised designs and fresh EIAs. 


Compliance: 


Traffic analysis studies shows that the vehicular traffic may increase three times and the 
proposed 8 lanes will reach its capacity in the years 2045 (Tumakuru Road to Ballari 
Road), 2043 (Ballari road to OMR) and 2049 (OMR to Hosur Road) respectively thereby 
reliving the traffic congestion in the metropolitan region. The project is planned as a 
requirement for the future of Bangalore city traffic beyond ORR. 


Upon implementation of the project, the plantation of trees in the ratio 1:10 will be 
ensured during submission of six monthly compliance reports to MoEF&CC. In addition to 
this, as per the suggestions, GPS Coordinates of the planted trees will be recorded to ensure 
its survival periodically. Further, a sum of Rs. 25 lakhs has been allocated for the 
maintenance of green belt plantation. 


The granular shoulder (8 m) in the 13 m median supports drainage and plantation of 
shrubs/hedges about 1 m to 1.5 m height provides an excellent anti-glare effect of the 
headlights thereby reducing accidents. Shrubs in the median also reduce soil erosion. 
Further, trees are not preferred in the median since they act as a fixed object which may 
lead to massive damage in case of accidents and the road designs are meant to be 
prepared with the lanes being at a specific distances from the fixed objects. Further, 
shedding of leaves on main carriageway and felling of broken branches during 
rainfall/wind may also lead to fatal accidents. In addition to this, the PRR with a RoW of 
100 m has been planned keeping in view of future developments such as metro. In such 
cases of developments the trees in the median has to be removed. Therefore, keeping in 
view of all such things trees are not proposed in the median. 
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As per the calculation, 48,096 trees will be planted within the RoW. The remaining trees 
will be planted in the designated areas suggested by Karnataka Forest Dept., by entering a 
MOU with Karnataka Forest Dept as per Guidelines for National Green Highways Policy - 
2015. In addition to this, about 5,861 trees falling within the green space (5 m x 2) of RoW 
will be retained. The planting techniques are as follows; 


e 2years old plants with good condition shall be opted for plantation. 

e Two rows of green belt will be developed and shrubs will be planted at the median 
of the Road. 

e The distance from embankment to RoW I will be 1m and distance between the trees 
will be 3 m. 

¢ The distance from embankment to RoW II will be 4m and the distance between the 
trees in the Row II will be 6 m and the same will be maintained on the other side of 
the Road. 

e The plantation will be monitored regularly by watering, weeding, application of 
manure and impart proper protection. 

e Dead species will be replaced immediately. 


26. Dinesh Shetty, Mob-9980726460 
ion/comments: 


As the Bangalore city roads are chocked the traffic in some major roads like ORR falls below 10 
KM/hr and keeping a future development and Nation growth, PRR is must and long pending 
project 


We Support PRR 
Kindly expedite and complete at possible best time ASAP. 
Compliance: 
Positive response. 
27. Hemanth Kumar M 
Qbjection/comments: 
Very hectic to travel in nice road for smaller distance... Service road is required. 


It is very difficult to use nice road for smaller distance... integrate service road in nice road for 
better connectivity. 


Compliance: 


Positive response. Service road (10.5 m x 2) is also a part of the proposed PRR. 


28. Vishwanath, Mob: 9008444483 
29. Lakshminath G N, Mob: 9341234210 


Objection/comments: 
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30, 


I'm a senior citizen aged 66 year who often walked for 6-7 KM a day since 1965. I've felt the 
adverse and deteriorated changes climate of Bengaluru, the place where I was born and brought 


up. 


In light of STRR & Bangalore-Chennai Expressway are under priorities of NHAI one can 
understand the importance of it, besides the projects’ impact on environment would have been 
properly assessed by NHAI. Proposed STRR & Bangalore-Chennai Expressway are to coordinate 
each other as both are to be executed by same agency. Whereas proposed PRR will not serve as 
Peripheral facility, rather it will pave way as an extension of the existing ORR, thereby neither 
both are independent nor have coordinated. With which, results in more time is spent, more miles 
tread and more fuel is burnt to move humans and materials. In addition, the heavy expenditure to 
the exchequer and huge irreplaceable impact on the environment is envisaged by any layman. 
Thus, please do not compound the negative impact which is already thrusted upon the Bengaluru 
and its residents. 


I don't wish to discuss the quantum merits of the proposed PRR as no number of tree/saplings 
planting, relocation of fauna and flora would replace the damage done to the environment, 
history is evident to prove it. Foregoing, I urge upon your good offices to give up the proposed PRR 
and arrange for suitable notification accordingly. 


Compliance: 
Negative response. 
Gunna Ravinder Reddy 
Qbjection/comments: 


This project is nothing but an enemy of environment, and a commission earning project to the 
politicians / officials and all others concerned with his project. 


Basically Bangalore is already overflowing with private vehicles, and govt should encourage non 
usage of Personal vehicles at least to offices/ work places, with pandemic Work from home, is 
clearly indicating the occupancy of the city/ CBD roads, directly benefitting pollution, jams, 
commuting time etc.. 


So, govt/ city planners should postpone this Project, and focus on mass transport, FM cabs, buses, 


railways, metro in future, so that many benefits will be derived to the environment. 


Postpone the PRR till this Pandemic is vanished and improve mass transport. 
Compliance: 

The Main road of PRR is access controlled for trucks, buses, LCV and passenger cars with 
an objective to relive the traffic congestion in the metropolitan region and to provide 


linkage to the radial and arterial roads within the city. The proposed project is planned 
considering the future developments such as metro and buses. 


ENVIRONMENTAL & LAND ACQUISITION 


RELATED ISSUES 


COMPLIANCE TO COMMENTS / OBJECTIONS RECEIVED IN WRITTEN / E-MAIL TO 
KSPCB AND BDA (ENVIRONMENTAL & LAND ACQUISITION RELATED ISSUES) 


RK KK 


A E Dreamz Pg 560027 Shantinagar 
Abhay Hamigi, Ejipura, 201 Cross-560047 
Aditi Khatri, 6104, Prestige Tranquility-560049, Old Madras Road 
Amulya M, Prashanth Extension, Whitefield-560066, Bengaluru 
Anika, AE, Dreamz Pg-560027 Shantinagar 
Arjun Ravee, Vikas layout Maruthinagar 2Nd stage, 560064 Yelahanka Old town Bangalore 
560064 
Asif Shaikh, R M Road Oshiwara Jogeshwari West-400072, Mumbai 
BG Somashekhars Shastry, 22"4 cross, 24 Main MICO L/o-560086 
B V Jagadish, Malleshwaram-560003, Malleshwaram 
. Bharat P, No.35, 11th Cross 560004, Prashanthnagar. 
. Cherian Sebastian, No. 38, Thyagaraj Layout, Jai Bharat Nagar, Banaswadi Road, Bangalore- 
560033 
12. Daya Nand, Bengaluru-560072 
13. Dharani S, India, 560095 Bangalore 
14. Divya Chauhan E-08, Diamond district, Kodihalli, Old Airport Road, Bangalore 560008 
Bangalore 
15. Dr. Nimisha Agarwal, Senior Campaigner 
16. Gnana Chandra Tejasvi S, 1304 gopinilaya bharath nagar 560091 Bengaluru 
17. Jayaram Harini, AGB Layout Mahalaxmipuram 
18. Karri Santhosh Manikanta Reddy 2-60, flat no 16, anaparrthy, east Godavari, Andrapradesh 
533342 Rajmundry 
19. Kruthi Raj, 133 Vakil City Kanakapura road Thalghatpura, 560109 Bangalore South 
20. Kuruvilla Cherian, Ferns meadows 560077 Bangalore 
21. Lakshya Kashyap, Guwahatti, 781036 Guwahati. 
22. Mkg Kumar, 329, c/o. Shivamma, 10th main, 3rd cross, akkiappa garden, j.c.r.nagar, 
Yeshwanthpur 560022 Bengaluru 
23. Mohan Krishna, Sanjaynagar-560094, Bengaluru 
24. Nanjappa Ganapathy, Flat. No.D1, Shantikiran Apartments, nandidurga Road, Benson Town, 
Bangalore - 560046. 
25. Nikitha N, Ground Floor #387 A, 3rd Main, 8th cross 560085 Bangalore 
26. Poornima Thangavel, Raghavanapalya-560078, Bengaluru 
27. Prashanth Singh #25, 7th Cross, BK Nagar 560022 Yeshwanthpur 
28. Prateek Agrawal, Prestige ferns Residency, 560102 Bangalore 
29. Rajveer Kothari, Thej Nilaya, Domlur, 560078 Domlur, Bangalore 
30. Rakesh Nagdawane, Nagpur 
31. Ram Sridhar, malleshwaram, 560003 Bangalore 
32. Rama Bharadwaj, #71 Sharada Colony-560079 Basaveshwarnagar 
33, Rohan Mahadik, Ahmedabad 
34, Rohit Guddad, 8" Main, Basaveshwaranagar, Bengaluru-560079 
35. Ruchir Sahni, Use layout-560102 
36. Ruta D, Hosur Road, Electronic city Phase 1, 560100 Bangalore. 
37. S K Mendon, Tumkur Road, Yeshwantpur-560022, Bengaluru 
38. Sagar Panda, Koramangala 560036 Bangalore 
39. Sanju Darsan SP, Madivala-560028 
40. Santhosh Vijayan, 18,19, Near BSF STS Compound, IAF Post-560063, Bangalore 
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41, Sarosh Desai, 787, Parsi Colony, Dadar East, 400014 Mumbai. 

42. Sathish Pothula, BNB layout 500018 Bengaluru. 

43. Shailaja Avinash, Bengaluru-560054 

44. Shankar Hegde, No. 2037, Sunscape, Bangalore - 560109 

45. Shivalingappa Mahajanshetti, No-6, M.L.A. Layout R.T.Nagar Bangalore - 32 560032 
Bangalore. 

46. Sindhu Karthik, Wilasa, JP Nagar 9th phase 560062 Bengaluru 

47. Smruthhi Sreedhar, Horamavu-560043, Bengaluru 

48. Suma Krishnamurthy, 1st A cross, 560043 Bengaluru. 

49. Suma MN 560024 Bangalore. 

50. Supriya M: Hebbal 560024 Bangalore 

51. Tommy Lobo, 53 Coconut Grove, 560043 Bangalore. 

52. Varada Raju, Chandra layout, 560040 Bangalore. 

53. Yash Pal, 8/1 2nd cross Wheeler Road Fraser Town, 560005 Bengaluru. 

54. Yaswanth Gowda, #235, 9th Main, Seethappa Colony, 560075 New Thippasandra, Bengaluru 


ion/comments: 


With respect to the proposed Peripheral Ring Road Project, over 1,100 Bengaluru citizens and 
Jhatkaa.org members have sent emails to your registered email address. Additionally, more than 
7,000 Bangaloreans are demanding a stay on the PRR project until the release of the Detailed 
Project Report (DPR). Please find below some of the concerns from the citizens. 


Environmental Reasons: 


1. Felling of 33,838 trees will be a gigantic loss to the environment of Bengaluru. The initial 
Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) was deemed erroneous and rejected by the National Green 
tribunal. As in the initial report, it was suggested that only 200 trees will be impacted. 


Compliance: 


As per the detailed survey within the 100 m RoW, a total of 107 trees species (n=33,838) were 
recorded. However, as per the National Green Highways Policy, 2015 trees in the ratio 1:10 
will be planted in the proposed green space along the Highway and an MoU will be entered 
with the Karnataka Forest Department for planting trees in designated areas suggested by 
the Forest Department. 


2. A 100-meter road in a forest area is highly detrimental to wildlife and should not be allowed, it 
can be detrimental to wildlife in the near vicinity. 


Compliance: 


About 0.79 km of the proposed project alignment passes through Jarakabandekaval RF. 
Detailed survey and local consultation showed that Jarakabandekaval RF is home to several 
small mammals and avifaunal species such as Peacock, Hare, Mangoose, etc. 
Jarakabandekaval RF is predominantly known for Indian Peafowl, the Schedule-I species 
which are abundantly found in the area. These animals have already adjusted to the existing 
noisy conditions and naturally move away from the source of disturbance. However, noise 
barriers made of polycarbonate will be installed along sensitive areas including 
Jarakabandekaval RF which would reduce about 36 dB(A) which would reduce the impacts 
of noise generation on biodiversity of Jarakabandekaval RF during operation phase. 


3. The initial Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) was deemed erroneous and rejected by the 
National Green Tribunal. As in the initial report it was suggested that only 200 trees will be 
impacted. 
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Compliance: 


The previous EIA report stated that the project involved removal of 200 trees and 
subsequently, the Horticulture Dept., assessed that 16,685 trees are to be removed. However, 
as per the direction of the Hon’ble NGT and Supreme Court, upon detailed studies, 33,838 
trees was recorded along the PRR alignment within the 100 m RoW. 


4, PRR is passing along and going over 6 lakes. Bangalore urban district is highly deficient in water, 
and building the PRR road would further exacerbate the problem. When facing gross groundwater 
deficiency with resources already overexploited, water resources would be further stressed by 
having a Ring Road which will greatly exacerbate the problem. 


Compliance: 


Utilization of pre-cast structures, proper storage & management of Construction 
wastes/muck and provision of sediment fencing will be made to minimize the impact on 
lakes. Necessary permission for the same will be obtained from the authority. Further, about 
15.00 Cr have been allocated for rejuvenation of lakes as part of Corporate Environmental 
Responsibility (CER) activities. 


5. The Thippagondanahalli reservoir will be irretrievably damaged by the PRR going through it and 

the attempts of the government to restore it will be severely compromised. 

The proposed alignment passes for about 13.65 km within the TG Halli catchment area where 
a total of 9,304 trees were recorded within 100 m RoW. Of which, 1,533 trees will be retained 
within the proposed green space of width 5m x 2. Therefore, a total of 7,771 trees will be 
removed within the TG Halli catchment area. However, necessary mitigation measures such 
as plantation of trees in the ratio 1:10, proper management of muck so as to not affect the 
drainage pattern, construction of farm ponds, check dams and percolation ponds will be 


made as part of Catchment Area Treatment Plan to minimize the impact on TG Halli 
catchment area. 


Socio-economic reasons: 


1. The Ring Road alignment has been changed since the initial project report and therefore this 
project should be rendered as a new project under the Karnataka Town Planning Act. 


Compliance: 


As per Section 14(A) of the Karnataka Town & Country Planning Act, 1963, the Planning 
Authority may with previous approval of the State Government allow such changes in the 
land use or development from the outline development plan as may be necessitated by 
topographical cartographical or other errors and omissions. However, as per Section 14A(3) 
of the Karnataka Town and Country Planning (Amendment) Act, 2020 dt:20.10.2020, certain 
areas such as major and minor roads, national highways, state highways, traffic circulation 
pattern, areas reserved for parks, playgrounds, and other recreational uses will be excluded, 
The Planning Authority shall levy such fee as may be prescribed by the Government before 
allowing such change of land use from the Master Plan. 


BDA in exercise of the powers conferred under sub section (1) of Section 19 of the BDA Act, 
1976 and in exercise of the powers conferred in clause (c) of section 3 and 7 of the Land 
Acquisition Act, 1894, Government of Karnataka vide Government order no. UDD 399 MNX 


2006, Bangalore dt: 29.06.2007 issued Final Notification for Land acquisition of 733 ha 
(1810.18 acres) in 67 villages. Therefore, the alignment will not be changed entirely and the 
project will be implemented with minor modifications (if any) upon obtaining requisite 
approval. 


2. The current EIA report lacks clarity on the compensation to be given to people loosing land. 
Details of rehabilitation and relocation are not clear. Moreover, the compensation per individual 
land loser per village is not given. 


Compliance; 
The compensation will be paid as per the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 


in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1614-1616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).1346-1348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 7661-7663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


3. Close to one million people are likely to be impacted by the project. In the current times when 
COVID cases are on the rise, many people may not be able to participate in public consultations. A 
number of people may not have access to the internet and therefore cannot participate in the public 
hearing process. 


Compliance: 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the present 
pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as per the 
guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such as 
thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand sanitizers, 
seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two separate platforms with social 
distancing. 


Considering the pandemic situation, a Virtual Public Hearing was also conducted on 
23.09.2020 through Zoom platform, so that the public can participate in the meeting and 
give their submissions from their homes. The proposed PRR project is entirely in Bengaluru 
Urban District and the population are very familiar with smartphones, internet connections, 
data usage and online technology. The virtual Environmental Public Hearing was 
successfully conducted with more than 170 participants. 


4, The Report states that 1451 structure will be impacted but it does not give the location village- 
wise of these structures. Since the project has been delayed by 15 years, the BDA officials had 
themselves told us that 2/3rd of the alignment is built up. Tearing down these structures may lead 
to alow and order problem. Show of brute force by the government will not go down with the people. 


lian 


As per the latest data of 2018, 1,451 structures are estimated. Government will take suitable 
decision for the loss of structures as per the prevailing Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and 
Resettlement norms. 


Representing the voices of thousands of concerned Bangaloreans, we urge you to follow due process 
and consider the following objections and subsequently, scarp the erroneous EIA for the project. 


In the interim we request you to 
1. Provide a Detailed Project Report (DPR), prepared in consultation with citizens 


2. Conduct a fresh EIA, based on exact details of the project. 


3. Not have public consultation until the corona pandemic is under control 


Do reach out to me on 7760609014 for any questions you may have 


Compliance: 


The proposed project has been under discussion since 2005 and several reports pertaining 
to the project has been released for the public reference since then. Hence, publishing the 
DPR before the Public Consultation is not mandatory. 


A fresh EIA/EMP report has been prepared by conducting fresh baseline data studies from 
December, 2019 to February, 2020. The present EIA/EMP report for the proposed project has 
been prepared upon detailed survey keeping in view of the Hon’ble NGT Order at: 18.02.2019 
and the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 17.03.2020 so as to disclose all the sensitive 
facts involved in the project to the general public and maintain transparency. 


55. Harish Govind 

56. Bharath 

57. Lalita Chandrashekhar, Prabhat Chandrashekhar, Vikram Chandrashekhar, Mehtar Azam, Sy. 
No. 109/2A, Doddagubbi, Behgaluru-560077 

58. Suchetha Venugopal 

59. Vikram Chandrashekhar 

60. Malati Mukherjee, Mob: +91 9442236410 


61. Ganesh Saili 
62. Dhyan Appachu Bollachettira, 28 Jeremiah Road, Fraser Town, Bangalore-560005 


63. Tushar Kapila 
64. Jagadish Amarnaney 


Qbjection/comments: 


Please find enclosed my objections as part of record for the public hearing for the development of 
Eight Lane Peripheral Ring Road, Phase 1, connection Tumakuru Road to Hosur Road (Crossing 
Ballari Road and Old Madras Road) in Bengaluru Urban District, Karnataka 


Objection 1: 


Peripheral Ring Road (PRR) Project (The Development Scheme) is lapsed and Land Acquisition is 
now inoperative and no longer valid according to expiry of time limits to execute the development 
scheme under section 27 of the Bangalore Development Authority Act, 1976 (BDA Act 1976). 


Reference is to para 9.2.3 Land Acquisition, Resettlement and Rehabilitation Action Plan, Draft EIA 
report page 224. 


In exercise of the powers conferred in clause (c) of section 3 and 7 of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894, 
Government of Karnataka vide Government order no. UDD 399 MNX 2006, Bangalore dt 29.6.2007 
issued Final Notification for Land Acquisition of 733 ha (1810.18 acres) in 67 villages. 

The Peripheral Rind Road (PRR) is defined as a Development Scheme under Chapter III of the BDA 
Act 1976. 


Final Notification for Land Acquisition for PRR was in 29.06.2007. 


er and invalid on 30.06.2012 (Five years) under 27 of BDA i 1976. 


Section 27 of BDA Act, 1976 


27. Authority to execute the scheme within five years where within a period of five years from the 
date of the publication in the official Gazette of the declaration under sub-section (1) of the section 
19, the Authority fails to execute the scheme substantially, the scheme shall lapse and the provisions 
of section 36 shall become inoperative. 


36, Provisions applicable to the acquisition of land otherwise than by agreement. - 


(1) The acquisition of land under this Act otherwise than by agreement within or without the 
Bangalore Metropolitan Area shall be regulated by the provisions, so far as they are applicable of 
the Land Acquisition Act, 1894. 


(2) For the purpose of sub-section (2) of section 50 of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894, the Authority 
shall be deemed to be the local authority concerned. 


(3) After the land vests in the Government under section 16 of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894, the 
Deputy Commissioner shall upon payment of the cost of the acquisition and upon the Authority 
agreeing to pay any further costs which may be incurred on account of the acquisition, transfer the 
land to the Authority and the land shall thereupon vest in the Authority. 


Objection 2: 


5 year Time limit for utilization of land acquired for Peripheral Ring Road has almost expired and 
unutilized Land must now be returned to its owners under Section 37 of Right to Fair Compensation 
and Transparency in Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013 (Central Act 30 of 
2013). 


Gazette notification of Right to Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land Acquisition, 
Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013 (Central Act 30 of 2013) was on October, 17, 2015. 


The High court has gone on record that BDA has not paid money or any compensation for PRR as of 
date and even up to current date of public hearing 18.10.2020. 


Section 37 of Right to Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and 
Resettlement Act, 2013 (Central Act 30 of 2013) 


37, Manner of returning the utilized land:- If in the opinion of the State Government, the land 
acquired for public purpose under the Act and the majority of such acquired land remains unutilized 
for a period of more than five years from the date of taking physical possession of such land, it may 
direct the Deputy Commissioner to issue a notice to the requiring body and by giving reasonable and 
sufficient opportunity of being heard, pass necessary written orders to revert such ‘unutilized land’ 
to; 


(i) Original Land Owner to their legal heirs as the case may be by giving a notice to all the concerned 
and after collecting the current market value of such land as determined under section 26 to 30 of 
the Act, of the amount already paid as compensation along with enhanced compensation if any at 
the time of acquisition under this Act, whichever is higher; or to. 


(ii) Land Bank which is a Governmental equity that focuses on converting such land into productive 
use. 


Provided, that in calculating the period of five years from the date of taking possession, the period 
covered by any court stay, if any shall be excluded. Provided further that if the requiring body fails 
to comply with the orders to revert and hand over the land, the Deputy Commissioner shall if a 
Magistrate, enforce the surrender of such land from the requiring body to himself and if not a 
Magistrate, he shall apply to a Magistrate or to the Commissioner of Police as the case may be, who 
shall enforce the surrender of the land to the Deputy Commissioner. 


Compliance: 


The land has been acquired as per the BDA Act, 1976. Therefore the provisions of Right to 
Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement 
Act, 2013 are not applicable. 


Objection 3: 


Maps in the EIA report for PRR prepared by M/s EHSC Private Limited, are erroneous, misleading 
and conceal and do not depict Lake Raja Kaluves. All annexure maps in Annexure 14 fail to depict 
Lake Raja Kaluves which may be overrun and destroyed by the PRR further impacting many more 
than just 6 lakes mentioned. 


Example map of Doddagubbi Village, Chainagge 23+400-30+900 (km) three South Western Primary 
Raja Kaluves to Doddagubbi Lake, which has been concealed in your land use map. 


As you can see it is along the thickly vegetated drains. There are clearly marked Primary Raja 
Kaluves from Doddagubbi Lake extending in the South West Direction upto the proposed Peripheral 
Ring Road (PRR) (Shown in red lines). 


Also showing Rajakaluves extending upto Sy. No. 108 and beyond and another Raja Kaluve extending 
upto Sy. No. 25 and beyond which is now being overrun by the proposed Peripheral Ring Road. 


The drainage map has been prepared by digitizing the streams and nalas from the 
toposheets which also includes the rajakaluves. 


Objection 4: 
THE EIA REPORT SHOULD NOT BE PREPARED AND PAID FOR BY THE PROJECT PROPONENT 


In an article entitled “Environmental Hot Potato” published on August 7, 2020, Chandra Bhushan, 
CEO of International Forum for Environment, Sustainability and Technology (iFOREST) writes, “The 
EIA Report, which forms the basis of EC decisions, is prepared by the project proponent. This creates 
an apparent conflict of interest... | am yet to come across an EIA Report that says that a project is 
likely to have significant ecological impact.” 


The Draft EIA Report of the PRR is prepared by a Consultant selected by the project proponent BDA 
and paid as well by BDA. Hence, though the EIA Report points out many of the ills of the PRR 
pertaining to the people and the environment of Bengaluru, such as loss of flora and fauna, fisheries, 
illnesses caused in the population etc., it stops short of negating the Draft EIA Report. 


Compliance: 


As per Clauses 6 and 7 of the EIA Notification, August 2015; the application seeking prior 
environmental clearance in all cases shall be made by the project proponent and the project 
proponent shall prepare the Environmental Impact Assessment Report and submit it to SEAC 
for obtaining Environmental Clearance. Therefore, the EIA/EMP Report has to be prepared 
by the proponent which is Bangalore Development Authority (BDA) for the proposed PRR 
Project. 


Objection 5: 


LACK OF CLARITY ON THE PAYMENT OF COMPENSATION: WILL IT BE ON THE BASIS OF THE 
RIGHT TO FAIR COMPENSATION AND TRANSPARENCY IN LAND ACQUISITION, REHABILITATION 
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AND RESETTLEMENT ACT, 2013 (CENTRAL ACT 30 OF 2013) OR ON THE BASIS OF THE DATE OF 
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION? 


On pages 6 and 7, in “Applicability of various legislations” the Draft EIA states, “The Right to Fair 
Compensation and Transparency in Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013 
shall be applicable to this effect”. However, on page 226, the Draft EIA states, “The valuation of land, 
tree structure will be valued as on date of the Preliminary Notifications”. 


These are two contradictory statements in the Report with important consequences for the land 
losers. Please clarify. 
Compliance: 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 
in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1614-1616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).1346-1348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 7661-7663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


Objection 6: 
GOVERNMENT LAND ON THE ALIGNMENT WAS DROPPED AND PRIVATE LANDS NOTIFIED. 


In the 1st Preliminary Notification in 2005, the Consultant was INRIMIT and 40 acres of government 
land was notified in Dodda Gubbi village. In 2006, the consultant was changed to ALCON and the 
entire 40 acres was dropped in the 2"4 preliminary Notification of 2006 and private lands were 
notified for acquisition. This is contra to the BDA Act which says that wherever possible, government 
land should be notified. 


Compliance: 
Land acquisition Final Notification No. UDD/399/MNX 2006 dt: 29.06.2007 will prevail. 


Objection 7: 


THE COMPENSATION PER INDIVIDUAL LAND LOSER PER VILLAGE IS NOT GIVEN. INSTEAD A 
CONSOLIDATED AMOUNT OF RS. 8842 CRORES IS GIVEN FOR LA AND R& R. HOW WAS THIS 
AMOUNT COMPUTED? PLEASE EXPLAIN 


On page 46 the EIA Report states, “The project cost is estimated to be Rs. 15,111.42 crores. Out of 
which Rs, 8,842 crores will be earmarked for land acquisition and R & R aspects”. 


Please indicate how you have computed the figure of Rs. 8,842 crores. What is the compensation per 
individual land loser and per village? At what rate has the compensation been arrived at? What is 
the R& R have in mind? 


Compliance: 
The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 


in Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).13461348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


Objection 8: 


100 METRE ROAD IN A FOREST AREA IS HIGHLY DETRIMENTAL TO WILDLIFE AND SHOULD NOT 
BE ALLOWED 


On page 46, Table 2.21.16, the EIA Report says, “Width of the alignment proposed in forest area is 
100 meters”. Such a wide road in a forest area is highly detrimental to the wellbeing of animals, We 
object to the 100 metre width in a forest area. 


Compliance: 


About 0.79 km of the proposed project alignment passes through Jarakabandekaval RF. 
Detailed survey and local consultation showed that Jarakabandekaval RF is home to several 
small mammals and = avifaunal species such as Peacock, Hare, Mangoose, etc. 
Jarakabandekaval RF is predominantly known for Indian Peafowl, the Schedule-I species 
which are abundantly found in the area. These animals have already adjusted to the existing 
noisy conditions and naturally move away from the source of disturbance. However, noise 
barriers made of polycarbonate will be installed along sensitive areas including 
Jarakabandekaval RF which would reduce about 36 dB(A) which would reduce the impacts 
of noise generation on biodiversity of Jarakabandekaval RF during operation phase. 


Objection 9: 


BANGALORE URBAN DISTRICT IS HIGHLY DEFICIENT IN WATER. HENCE TO BUILD A RING ROAD 
WILL FURTHER EXACERBATE THE PROBLEM 


The Bangalore Urban District is highly deficient in groundwater. On page 77 the Draft EIA states, 
“The draft exceeds the total available ground water resources, leaving absolutely nil ground water 
resources for future use. The stage of ground water development is considered to be quite alarming 
with an average of 1975 for the whole district, thereby categorizing the stage of development as 
Over exploited”. 


In such circumstances of gross ground water deficiency, it is not advisable or desirable to strain the 
meagre water resources further by having a Ring Road which will greatly exacerbate the problem. 


Compliance: 


The proposed PRR project poses no direct impact on ground water resources. However, the 
proposed alignment passes for about 13.65 km within the TG Halli catchment area where a 
total of 9,304 trees were recorded within 100 m RoW. Of which, 1,533 trees will be retained 
within the proposed green space of width 5m x 2. Therefore, a total of 7,771 trees will be 
removed within the TG Halli catchment area. This affects the ground water resources of the 
region. However, necessary mitigation measures such as plantation of trees in the ratio 1:10, 
proper management of muck so as to not affect the drainage pattern, construction of farm 
ponds, check dams and percolation ponds will be made as part of Catchment Area Treatment 
Plan to minimize the impact on TG Halli catchment area. 


Objection 10: 


PRISTINE EVIRONMENT AND CULTIVABLE ASSETS BUILT OVER DECADES WILL BE IRREPARABLY 
DESTROYED 


The PRR passes along 6 lakes (page 79). Study of the present land use shows that “the land is 
predominantly covered with cultivated land (26.15%) followed by plantation (22.92%). Plantation 
activities include banana, coconut, Arecanut, teak, eucalyptus etc, and floriculture is also observed 
in the area’(page 97). The environment will be completely and irreparably destroyed by building 
the PRR. The area will be stripped of its pristine environment, its cultivable assets, its flora and fauna, 
fisheries etc. 


Utilization of pre-cast structures, proper storage & management of Construction 
wastes/muck and provision of sediment fencing will be made to minimize the impact on 
lakes. Necessary permission for the same will be obtained from the authority. Further, about 
15.00 Cr have been allocated for rejuvenation of lakes as part of Corporate Environmental 
Responsibility (CER) activities. Therefore, the proposed project does not have any major 
impact on the cultivable assets of the region. 


Objection 11: 


THE TG HALLI RESERVOIR WILL BE IRRETRIEVABLY DAMAGED BY THE PRR GOING THROUGH IT 
AND THE ATTEMPTS OF THE GOVERNMENT TO RESTORE IT WILL BE SEVERELY COMPROMISED. 


Thippagondanahalli Reservoir is the largest reservoir in Bengaluru. Given the poor water situation 
in Bengaluru, the Governemnt is keen to rejuvenate and efforts have been made in this direction. On 
page 133, the EIA report states, “Government had issued notification on 18.11.2003, 12.01.2004 and 
20.07.2019 regarding protection and conservation of Thippagondanahalli Reservoir Catchment 
area”. Through the Report states that nowhere has the government said that a Road cannot go 
through the area, it is self-evident that a Ring Road of 100 metres width will irretrievably damage 
the TG Halli Reservoir and its restoration will be severely compromised. Hence, the PRR should by 
no means be allowed to go through the TG Halli Reservoir. 


Compliance: 


The proposed alignment passes for about 13.65 km within the TG Halli catchment area where 
a total of 9,304 trees were recorded within 100 m RoW. Of which, 1,533 trees will be retained 
within the proposed green space of width 5m x 2. Therefore, a total of 7,771 trees will be 
removed within the TG Halli catchment area. This affects the ground water resources of the 
region. However, necessary mitigation measures such as plantation of trees in the ratio 1:10, 
proper management of muck so as to not affect the drainage pattern, construction of farm 
ponds, check dams and percolation ponds will be made as part of Catchment Area Treatment 
Plan to minimize the impact on TG Halli catchment area. 


OBJECTION 12: 


FELLING OF 33,838 TREES WILL BE A GIGANTIC LOSS TO THE ENVIRONMNET OF BENGALURU 
WHICH WILL BECOME A DUST BOWL AND A HOT ISLAND 


The felling of 33,838 trees will take place to accomodate the PRR. This will have a disastrous effect 
on the environment of Bengaluru. The report suggests compensatory afforestation as a mitigation 
measure (page 178). This involves planting of saplings and transplantation of trees (Page 148). Both 
these measures are highly problematic. Planting of saplings in lieu of trees felled has been an abject 
failure in earlier projects. Besides, the saplings, if at all they take root, will take two decades to 
become full-grown trees. During this period, the environment will be highly compromised. Uprooting 
and transplanting trees is an expensive and arduous process. Only endangered species of trees will 
be transplanted. This removal of the trees will have disastrous effect on the environment of 
Bengaluru. 


Compliance: 


The project involves removal of 33,838 trees within RoW which will be compensated as per 
National Green Highways Policy, 2015 guidelines by planting trees with a ration of 1:10. As 
per the calculation, 48,096 trees will be planted within the RoW. The remaining trees will be 
planted in the designated areas suggested by Karnataka Forest Dept., by entering a MOU 
with Karnataka Forest Dept as per Guidelines for National Green Highways Policy - 2015, 
Transplantation activities will also be carried out for the species by assessing its 


survivability rate based on its girth size and height. In addition to this, about 5,861 trees 
falling within the green space (5 m x 2) of RoW will be retained. 


OBJECTION 13: 
FREQUENT CHANGES IN THE ALIGNMENT OF PRR 


Over a decade and a half, we have noticed that the alignment keeps changing to felicitate one party 
or another and it is still not fixed as the PRR, as of now, is not connected to the NICE Road. Hence, a 
Detailed Project Report (DPR) of the project has never been out in the public domain. 


Changes were made even between the Draft CDP and the 1s Preliminary Notification. Subsequently, 
988 acres were dropped and fresh 1107 acres were notified for acquisition in the 2 preliminary 
Notification. Later in 2010, 372 acres were further notified. The Supreme Court quashed the 3r4 
notification in the Gowramma Case. The SC specified that the NDA should stick to the Alignment 
given in 2007. But changes are still being made. 


Compliance: 


As per the Final Land Acquisition notification issued in 2007, the project will be implemented 
with minor modifications (if any) upon obtaining requisite approval. 


OBJECTION 14: 


DANGER OF PETROLEUM PIPELINE RUNNING PARALLEL TO PRR. CONSTRUCTION OF FLYOVERS 
IS NO SOLUTION. 


On page 187 it is stated “The PRR alignment has a Petroleum pipeline running parallel under the 
proposed PRR Corridor”. It intersects the PRR in 17 places in 4 villages. There is grave danger 
resulting from possible leakages. The report mentions various safeguards but no matter how good 
these are, the danger persists. 


As a mitigation measure, the Report recommends building flyovers over the intersections, It says on 
page 201 “to minimize conflicts at major intersections, flyovers are provided for better safety and 
less accident rate”. It is well known that flyovers are provided for better safety and less accident 
rate”. It is well known that flyovers are not a panacea for all ills. Least of all one regarding safety of 
the commuters on the proposed PRR. 


Compliance: 


In the proposed PRR alignment, part of the area at chainage from 28+000 km to 31+700 km 
to near Bilishivale, Vaderahalli, Rampura and Adhuru villages has an underground 
petroleum pipeline running parallely along the proposed PRR corridor. Further, the pipeline 
intersects the proposed PRR alignment in two areas near Chikkabanahalli village belonging 
to Bangalore East Taluk and at Kasaghattapura village belonging to Bangalore North 
Taluk. Flyovers are proposed at these two intersecting points to avoid impact on pipeline. 
Further, necessary precautionary measures such as Emergency Preparedness Plan, 
prohibition of mechanical excavation, blasting in the surrounding area of the pipeline & 
periodic onsite emergency mock drill will be ensured during construction phase upon 
necessary consultation and approvals from requisite authority. Discussions in this regard 
were already initiated with Petronet MHB authorities on 28.05.2020 and 29.05.2020. 


Objection 15: 
PRR IS PASSING ALONG AND GOING OVER 6 LAKES 


ry 


Lakes in Bengaluru are in a pitiable condition due to unplanned urbanization and urban sprawl. 
Now six more lakes are under threat due to the PRR alignment. Again, flyovers have been sought as 
a mitigation measure which is not satisfactory. 


Utilization of pre-cast structures, proper storage & management of Construction 
wastes/muck and provision of sediment fencing will be made to minimize the impact on 
lakes. Necessary permission for the same will be obtained from the authority. Further, about 
15.00 Cr have been allocated for rejuvenation of lakes as part of Corporate Environmental 
Responsibility (CER) activities. Therefore, the proposed project does not have any major 
impact on the cultivable assets of the region. 


Objection 16: 
100 METER ROAD IS DESTRUCTIVE OF THE ENVIRONMENT 


The PRR was initially proposed to be a 60 m road. It was later expanded to 100 m. There is no need 
for a road of such wide dimensions when there are two more Ring roads in the offing. Moreover, it is 
a greenfield project. Post Covid-19, work is likely to be done from home necessitating less travel. 
Such a wide road causes damage not only to the flora and fauna but also to the great number of 
people who will be dispossessed of their land and livelihood. Other modes of transport, such as 
suburban train, buses etc should be considered before such a damaging and costly project is taken 


up. 

Compliance: 

Presently, Bangalore is home for more than 11 Million people with more than 100 Lakh trips/ 
day. Presently, the city operates 6000 BMTC buses which are expected to increase to 15000 


by 2031. The proposed 100 m PRR has been proposed keeping in view of future developments 
such as metro and buses in the upcoming decades. 


Objection 17: 
THE POPULATION AFFECTED BY THE PRR IS UNDERESTIMATED. IT 1S ONE MILLION. 


On page 178, the Table 7.4 shows that the “projected population for 2021 is 7.4 lakh”. It also states 
on Page 176 that “villages that fall under 19 BBMP wards was not included due to unavailability of 
Census data of previous decades”. It may be assumed that the density of the BBMP wards is higher 
than the outlying villages; hence a population of one million affected may be projected for 2021. 


Thus the population count, tree count and analysis of the Report exclude a sizeable amount of the 
Universe. This is shocking! 


Compliance: 


Population projection has been estimated statistically using Arithmetic method using the available 
Census data from the past three decades. Population details of the Wards were not included as the 
proposed PRR project affects only particular villages of each Ward. A Ward is comprised of several 
villages and the project does not affect all the villages of the Ward. Therefore, details of only the 
villages through which the alignment passes through have been considered for which the census 
data is available. 


Objection 18: 


BDA GIVES 4 OPTIONS OF COMPENSATION AND CHOOSES THE LEAST LAND LOSER-FRIENDLY 
ONE. 


Option 4 which is chosen by the BDA includes a compensation of 30% in cash, 40% developed land 
and 30% TDR. The problem here is with the credibility of the BDA. It has not fulfilled its promises of 
alternative sites; hence numerous litigations are in the courts from land losers of Arkavathy and 
Kempe Gowda layouts. Very often, the land loser goes to his alternative site only to find the board of 
another claimant to the same site. 


Studies have shown that alternative sites are far away from places of employment and lack the basic 
amenities. The land loser is currently living a comfortable through humble life with basic amenities 
which he stands to lose in the alternative site. 


TDR is also highly problematic. People are aware of the TDR scam which took place in BDA a few 
years ago. Moreover, it is simply a piece of paper in the hands of the land loser. The onus of collecting 
the compensation is shifted on to the land loser as he has to find a buyer for his TDR. In his scramble 
for a buyer the value of his TDR will be downgraded. This “pass the buck” syndrome of the BDA will 
cause great strain to the land loser. Land losers are asking for compensation at market rates. This 
compensation is not acceptable to us. 


Compliance: 
The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 


in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1614-1616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).1346-1348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 7661-7663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


Objection 19: 
SURVEY SAMPLE OF THE DRAFT EIA WAS VERY SMALL AND NOT REPRESENTATIVE 


The survey sample included only 666 people belonging to 145 households. This was a miniscule 
fraction of the universe of land losers. Moreover, it is skewed in favour of males. It says on page 178, 
“80.57% of the population comprises of males and 19.42% females.” 


Compliance: 


The survey sample was minimal due to the following limitations faced during the survey 
carried out in the study period. The limitations faced are as follows; 


e Firstly, most of the land owners wanted to meet the BDA authorities in presence of Chief 
Minister regarding finalization of the Compensation price before sharing the 
information 

° Objection from localities’ who does not want to cooperate as the project was delayed for 
very long period of time 

e Actual Land owners have settled in other places 

e Nonavailability of actual land owner’s information at certain places 

e Insome places, survey team has been threatened and sent away from the villages 


In view of the above difficulties faced, there was no other option left except to consider the 
available data from the public who cooperated during the survey which was minimal. 


Objection 20: 
HIGH DEGREE OF VULNERABILITY OF THE LAND LOSRES 


The report points out that the majority of the population on the alignment is involved in agriculture 
and related activities. It says that “agriculture/farming is the sole source of the livelihood for the 
survey households.: growing of cereals, vegetable, horticulture and commercial crops like teak, 
eucalyptus and floriculture are the mainstay of the people. On page 179, the report says, “Majority 
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of the population in the area owns a tenement to live in. They have access to the basic amenities such 
as protected drinking water, electric power, education and health care”. It continues on the same 
page, “the people are involved in various cultural activities and traditional practices such as local 
jatras, harvest festivals, etc.” 


It is this comfortable but highly vulnerable population, numbering 1 million people that the PRR is 
going to displace. It is going to dispose them of their land, houses, livelihood, culture and traditions. 
Most of the farmers have small holdings of 5 acres and less. Given the mammoth proportions of the 
Road, may of them will be rendered landless. The report candidly states, “Many PAPs will loose full 
land to PRR and become landless” (Page 181). Another aspect is that 82.51% belong to the Backward 
Castes (Page 178). 


Listing the negative impact of the PRR, the report nonchalantly states, “the negative impact would 
primarily be in the form of loss of livelihood, housing, access to common people property resources 
and disturbance in the existing social fabric of the people living and working along the corridor.” In 
addition, the proposed road has already caused fragmentation and dissension among the people of 
the 67 villages as the land owner by the side of the road stands to gain while the land loser does not. 


Given that BDA does not have a good track record of R&R, Bengaluru is going to be the site of much 
suffering if the road development does indeed take place. The project affected people have already 
been through much suffering due to the long delay. The report notes on page 181, “they were unable 
to transact or build on the land; psychological stress has developed among the Project Affected 
Persons due to delay”. 


The road brings connectivity but for whom? It is envisaged for cars to speed through. It will 
symbolize the sacrifice of the poor for the comfort of the rich and further the rising inequality in the 
City and its periphery. 


The PRR will bring a tsunami of destruction. 

Compliance: 

The compensation will be paid as per the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 
in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1614-1616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 


No(s).1346-1348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 7661-7663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. The 
compensation will be paid to overcome the negative impacts on the land losers. 


Objection 21: 
1451 STRUCTURES WILL BE IMPACTED 


The report states that 14.51 structures will be impact but it does not give the location village wise of 
these structures. Since the project has been delayed by 15 years, the BDA officials had themselves 
told us that 2/3" of the alignment is built up. Tearing down these structures may lead to a law and 
order problem. Show of brute force by the government will not go down with the people. 


Compliance: 
As per the latest data of 2018, 1,451 structures are estimated. Government will take suitable 


decision for the loss of structures as per the prevailing Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and 
Resettlement norms. 


Objection 22: 
THE TIMING OF THE PUBLIC HEARING DURING COVID 19 
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Under UNLOCK 3 by Gol, 1 v, ‘large congregations’ are not permitted even outside Containment 
Zones. The public Hearing on the 18% August is causing undue risk to the public as the rules extend 
upto 31% August. 


Compliance: 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the present 
pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as per the 
guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such as 
thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand sanitizers, 
seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two separate platforms with social 
distancing. 


Considering the pandemic situation, a Virtual Public Hearing was also conducted on 
23.09.2020 through Zoom platform, so that the public can participate in the meeting and 
give their submissions from their homes. The proposed PRR project is entirely in Bengaluru 
Urban District and the population are very familiar with smartphones, internet connections, 
data usage and online technology. The virtual Environmental Public Hearing was 
successfully conducted with more than 170 participants. 


65. Suresh V., Sorahunase Village, Varthur Post, Bangalore 560087 (Mob- 9986504553) 


Objection/comments: 


Mail 1 : Referring to public hearing held on 18.08.2020 which was organised jointly by KSPCB and 
BDA which was published on dated 26.7.2020 in Deccan herald newspaper 
No.PCB/CNP/07/GEN/19/1184 dated 13-7-2020 Regarding EIA of proposed PRR project. 


Being announced in newspapers that public hearing is cancelled and will be rescheduled and | 
believed that so I could not attend to the Public hearing, hence | am submitting my objections to 
cancel the proposed PRR project 


Now I would like to request the concerned department / officials to stop proceedings henceforth as 
project got lapsed legally (please look into the enclosure) 


Attached the reasons how and why the Project got lapsed, now I would request you to 
convey/discuss this message to all departments involved in this proposed PRR project. 


In anticipation of your favourable reply by addressing the issues pertaining to PRR project 


I hope this Email is inline and helping me and the poor farmers who are suffering from decades in 
different manners 


Attachment & Mail-3,4: , 
The PRR has lost its existence as a project has on year 2012, the following are the reasons. 


1) Section 27 of BDA act directs that the project will lapse if compensation not made and no award 
is made and the project is not sufficiently made. Therefore, the award is not made, compensation is 
not paid, within five years and PRR has not commenced as per section 27 of BDA act. 


2) The object of L/A Act “compulsory acquisition of land and for corporates” once the Govt has 
made the notification, they are struck to it and cannot make changes, amendment, alteration in the 
preliminary notification, a number of supreme court judgements available on this under Sec BDA 
only can acquire against agreements and not in the procedure adapted by them 
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The second notification whipped out most of Survey numbers proposed for acquisition and modified 
the first notification, the second notification includes Sec 4A of the L/Act, this is absolutely wrong. 


3) The L/A and rehabilitation and resettlement act of 2014 sec 24 provides that the 
compensation and awards must be made in one-year time failing the project will lapse the first 
lapsing took place in the year 2012 because of 5 years. 


Second time lapsing took place in the year2015 which already 2 years later. 


However the lapsing took in 2012 as per sec 27 BD Act the possibility of BDA or anybody taking 
further notification sec of 24 of LARR act does not arise because of 2 years already passed from 
lapsing under BDA act there was a gap of 2 years from 2012 to 2014 therefore the correctness of 
second notification is void, any notification issued after 2014 should be fresh and cannot refer back 
to first preliminary notification. The double bench of Karnataka high court in their decision in the 
case of Gowramma has clearly brought out that BDA has neither paid compensation within 5 years 
nor the awards. 


The BDA in their meeting resolution number 160/2007 that they have money and they will pay for 
all the cost involved in PRR, it was depending on this assurance that the Govt was misguided by 
BDA. however, BDA did influence in spite Govt not agreeing for the financial loads to be cost on BDA 
and this is a negative and refuses to stand guarantee for the loans. When the govt passed its 
conditional order under Govt order number UDD399MNX2006 dated 23-4-2007 that in first para, 
of their order “the BDA had their own independent project” 


In public interest the Govt should not have imposed such conditions. There was also a directive from 
the Govt that “BDA should not be burdened with the loan” 


Supreme court has laid down in their order that nobody can alter, change modify. (in the case of 
kollapur cane sugar Mills -v/s- union of India the 5 bench (constitution) the term central act or 
legalization, the rule is used that act, reference it has to be made definitions of that term in the 
statute, it sis neither possible nor permissible to give a meaning different to any of the forms 
different from definition. It is manifest that each of the term have a meaning attributed for the 
purpose of the act applied in case through than the clear and unambiguous language of that 
provision has to be given its TRUE meaning and import) 


In TALCO Engineering -v/s- Satish Prabhakar Padya rules that the solution and provision of statute 
cannot expand the application in a socio economic legislation by judicial interpretation to levels 
unattended by the legislator or in the manner of which militate against the provision of the statute 
itself cannot be ignored so as to include in its application those who are clearly excluded by statute 
itself The BDA subsequently wrote to Govt to reimburse (from MARUBHARANA DEPARTMENT) the 
money for PRR 


The BDA has planed the PRR on Survey numbers on petroleum pipe line can be seen in the drawings 
no’s 204,238,242,574,575,579,601 to 652,653 to 660,661 to 708,707 ,757,844, 860, 895,896, 903 to 
911, which were gazetted by petroleum MHB Ltd dated on 7-11-2005 one year before first 
notification which was compulsory 


Five Bench Judges case of State Orissa -V/S- M.A Tulloch (1969 AIR 1284 may also be seen in, 
In the case of Naresh Manjrekar -V/S- state of Maharashtra (1966-3-SEP-744-776) 9 bench Judges, 


The supreme court in the case of Jagpal sing -V/S- state of Panjab and others on 28-1-2011 laid 
down that (Judges Markandaya-KATJ]U and Gyan Sudha Mishra) in their Judgement laid down as 
follow 


Para 4 the protection the common Rights of the villagers were so zealously protected that from 
expressly mentioned that even the vesting of property with the state did not mean, that the common 
rights of villagers were lost by such vesting .thus in Chigurputti Venkatesh Subbaya -v/s- Paladurga 
Anjayya 1972(1) supreme court 521(529)this Govt. the rights of the community were taken away 
.the rights of the community over those lands were not created by the land holder hence those rights 
cannot be said to have abrogated by sec(3) of the estate abolition act. 


Mail 2: Request concern officer's who are prominent, now I would request you to acknowledge my 
Email for objections which I have raised, kindly suggest in which way I have to raise 
objections/concerns other than Email, as you people shared the Email ID's to raise/share objections 
in public hearing held on 18.8.2020 which is jointly organized by KSPCB and BDA, so once again! 
kindly request you to reply/revert back. 


Mail 3: Please find attached objections and do the needful by considering my objections. 


Mail 4: Referring to below trail mails, | am still awaiting for the reply from their good office, now! 
would like to bring to your kind notice that to refer my objections to BDA and KSPCB regarding 
PRR project and direct BDA that to cancel the PRR project and not to proceed further as PRR project 
already has been and lapsed. attached is the points how PRR project is lapsed. 


Mail 5: Referring to below trail mail, please reverent to my mail as it has been two months from 
now, I would think none of the BDA staff/KSPCB who are not working ina time frame, I believe all 
are lethargic and sitting like a rock. 


Mail 6: | have to bring to your kind notice that I did not get any reply from any of the concerned 
person who are responsible/worried about farmers, now | am much worried why there is no 
reply/response to my objections which I have raised/mentioned, as KSPCB has Govt. domain e-mail 
ID why can’t BDA, e-mail ID is not Govt. Domain, hope sending mails is of no use also it is very 
difficult to reach out the people over phone numbers which are shared, so kindly go through my 
objections and direct BDA Commissioner to stop the further proceedings as PRR project got lapsed 
in the year 2012 itself according to statute, so once again I kindly request you to stop this PRR 
project and revert back. 


Compliance: 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 
in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1614-1616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).1346-1348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 7661-7663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


LAND ACQUISITION RELATED ISSUES 


COMPLIANCE TO COMMENTS / OBJECTIONS RECEIVED IN WRITTEN / E-MAIL TO 


KSPCB AND BDA (LAND ACQUISITION RELATED ISSUES) 


BRK RK 


1. Smt. Nagarathana. V, W/o Sri. P. Muniswamy (75 yrs), No. 517, Chairman Street, Ramaswamy 
Palya, Maruthisevanagar Post, Bangalore-560033 


Obiection/ : 


1, 


With reference to the above, I write to state that | am the absolute owners all that piece and 
parcel of the agricultural land bearing survey No. 11/1 measuring 22 guntas and 11/2 
measuring 20 guntas of Bilishivale Village, Bidarahalli Hobli, Bangalore east Taluk, 
morefully in the Schedule hereunder and herein after referred to as Schedule Property, being 
the Successor of Late. Sri.P.Muniswamy, who is my husband, who has purchased the same by 
virtue of a registered Deed of sale. I state that my husband died on 14.03.2015 and executed 
a registered gift deed in my favor through a registered gift deed dated 03.02.2015. The copy 
of the gift feed is annexed as DOCUMENT NO.1 

Originally the Survey No. No11/1 measuring 30 guntas and 11/2 measuring 1.30=70 guntas, 
totally measuring 2 acres 24 guntas. It is submitted that the said property/land was 
purchased by my husband Late. Sri P.Muniswamy and has planted more than 200 mango 
trees in the year around 1999 and the said mango tree is of 30 years old now and at present 
from the said mango trees it yield around in an average of about Rs. 4 lakhs to Rs.5 Lakhs 
per year. The latest photographs are herewith produced as DOCUMENT NO.2 It is submitted 
that my husband Late. Sri.P.Muniswamy has also put up a laborer’s/workers shed in the 


schedule property to look after the mango crop and the schedule property. The photographs 
" is herewith produced as DOCUMENT NO.3. 


It is submitted that during the life time of my husband the BDA has acquired portion of Sy.No 
11/1 measuring 22 guntas and 11/2 measuring 20 guntas of Bilishivale Villages, Bidarahalli 
Hobli, Bangalore east Taluk for the development of eight lanes Peripheral Ring Road (PRR) 
from Tumkur Road, Bellary Road, Old Madras Road and Hosur road and issued notification. 
It is submitted that aggrieved by the same my husband Late. Sri.P.Muniswamy has 
challenged the same before Hon'ble High court of Karnataka vide W.P.No, 22461/2009, 

| state that after my husband died I am.in possession and enjoyment of the said land and 
revenue records stands in my name. The Copies of RTC are herewith produced as DOCUMENT 
NO.4., | state that the income from the mango trees is the only source of my income. I state 
that the alignment of the road between Tumkur and Old Madras roads passes through my 
agriculture land. 

I state that the central Government of India by virtue of a notification dated 12 June 1999, 
acquired the schedule property along my adjacent lands on Bilishivale Village for laying a 
petroleum pipeline between Mangalore and Bangalore Petronet MHB and they laid gas 
pipeline in my schedule land and the proposed PRR will crossover of the pipelines. It is 
submitted that later when it was brought to the BDA notice that BDA has changed the 
alignment of the PRR and left the lands in Bilishivale and 3 other villages and to that effect 
the BDA has prepared as DOCUMENT NO.5. The relevant partition can be seen at page No. 
1-4 in the said report prepared by BDA. 

I state that the Central Government under the applicable environmental regulations and 
institutions relevant to this project has been discussed in this section and by its EIA 
notification 2006 and its amendments, the EIA notification dated 14th September, 2006 


imposes certain restrictions and prohibitions on new projects or activities, or on the 
expansion or modernization of existing project or activities based on their potential 
environmental impacts as indicated in the schedule to the notification, being undertaken in 
any part of India, unless prior environmental clearance has been accorded in accordance 
with the objectives of National Environment Policy as approved by the Union Cabinet on 
18th May, 2006 and the procedure specified in the notification, by the Central Government 
or the State or Union territory Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority (SEIAA). The 
notification has listed out the Projects or activities requiring prior environmental clearance 
under Category “A” and “B” based on the spatial extent of potential impacts, and the intensity 
of those impacts on human health and natural and manmade resources. Category “A” 
projects require prior environmental clearance from MoEF on the recommendations of an 
Appraisal Committee (EAC) and Category “B” projects require prior environmental 
clearance from state or Union territory Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority 
(SEIAA) on the recommendations of a state or Union Territory Level Expert Appraisal 
Committee (SEAC). In the absence of a duly constituted SEIAA or SEAC, a category “B” project 
shall be treated as a category “A” project. New National Highways and expansion of National 
Highways greater than 30 km, involving additional right of way greater than 20 m involving 
land acquisition is categorized as “A”. All New State Highway projects; and state Highway 
expansion projects in hilly terrain (above 1000 m AMSL) and or ecologically sensitive areas 
are categorized as “B”. Any project specified in Category “B” will be treated as category A, if 
located in whole or in part within 10 km from the boundary of: (i) Protected Area notified 
under the Wild Life (protection) Act, 1972 (ii) Critically polluted areas as notified by the 
Central Pollution Control Board from time to time (iii) Notified Eco-sensitive area and (iv) 
inter-state boundaries and international boundaries. 

I state that the BDA without clearance from the EAC started the proposed PRR and the said 
project was stayed by the National Green Tribunal and aggrieved by the same BDA 
approached the Honorable Supreme Court and the Supreme Court of India has directed the 
BDA to get fresh approval from the environment committee with an opportunity to hear the 
public in general at large and for consideration and suggestions. 

I submit that I came to know that on 26.6.2020 there is paper publication that the 
environment committed has conducted fresh survey and collected the data of the trees and 
other environmental impact by the proposed PRR. It is submitted that to the strange and | 
would like to bring to your kind notice that the said environment committee members or any 
other persons has never visited my schedule land or any other lands around Bilishivale 
village and in the latest report there in no reference to the mango trees that are going to cut 
for the PRR and if the mango trees are counted, the number of trees will increase more. It is 
submitted that it is mandatory that the Authority shall serve a notice on every person whose 
name appears in the assessment list of the local authority or in the land revenue register as 
being primarily liable to pay the property tax or land revenue assessment on any building 
or land which is proposed to be acquired in executing the scheme hence it is clear violation 
of principals of natural justice, without giving an opportunity and without visiting the spot 
they prepared the report which is illegal and bad in the eyes of law. Thus, there was a 
material concealment by the project proponent of the number of trees proposed to be felled 
for the PRR project. It is submitted that in my property alone 100-150 trees were required 
to be felled which was not notified. 

It is submitted that petronet MHB Ltd. was of the opinion that as the pipelines contain 
hazardous material which is highly inflammable, care should be taken to either relocate 


parts of the project and as per their suggestions earlier the land in Bilishivale village was 
left from acquisitions and the said fact was not disclosed in the present report. It is submitted 
that as per the supreme court direction the BDA shall consult the requisite authority to 
ensure that no potential damage is caused by the project to the petroleum pipelines over 
which the proposed road may be constructed, in the present case the BDA has violated the 
supreme court direction and violated the order and has not got consultant authorities for 
the requisite safety. 

10. In the circumstances, | request your good selves to kindly re-consider your decision of notify 
the schedule property and de-notify (drop from acquisition) the same and permit us to 
further continue our agriculture activities in the schedule property. 

11. 1am producing herewith the documents enlisted here in below for your kind perusal: 

i. Copy of the register gift deed dated 03/02/2015 

ii, Latest mango Trees Photo Graphs 4 Nos 

iii, Photographs showing workers workers shed 1 

iv. The copies of RTC in respect of Sy No.11/1land 11/2 
v. BDA interim Report 

12. | submit that I have produced the photocopies of the aforementioned documents, which are 
in my custody which demonstrates my right, title and interest over the schedule property 
and which bears ample testimony to my earnest efforts for undertaking developmental 
activities in the schedule property. Kindly acknowledge the receipt of the same and oblige. 
In case, your good selves require any further documents, we undertake to produce the same 
as and when required by your good selves and we also request for a personal hearing in the 
matter. 

13. We request your good selves to favorable consider our application and de-notify (drop from 
acquisition) the schedule property from acquisition for the proposed PRR 


SCHEDULED PROPERTY 


ALL THAT PIECE AND PARCEL OF the agricultural land bearing survey sy.no 11/1 measuring 22 
guntas and 11/2 measuring 20 guntas of Bilishivale village, Bidarahalli Hobli, Bangalore east Taluk 
along with all easement and other rights appurtenance there to and there upon. 


East by: Channa Keshva property 

West by: Anand property 

North by: Channa Keshva property 

South by: Ramanna property 

Thanking you in anticipation of your favourable order in our favour at the earliest and oblige. 
Compliance: 

As per the EIA Notification, 2006 and its subsequent amendments, construction activities are 


allowed only after obtaining Environmental Clearance and hence, BDA has not initiated any 
construction activities till date. 


The tree enumeration has been carried out in the proposed PRR alignment as per the Final 
Notification dt: 29.06.2007 issued by Government of Karnataka, which also passes through 
the Survey Nos. 11/1 and 11/2. As per the survey, about 1,854 mango trees are recorded in 
the CH:20+000 km to CH: 30+000 km near Bilishivale. This also includes the mango trees 


recorded in the above mentioned survey numbers. The details of tree species recorded 
during survey are given in the EIA/EMP report. 


In the proposed PRR alignment, part of the area at chainage from 28+000 km to 31 +700 km 
to near Bilishivale, Vaderahalli, Rampura and Adhuru villages has an underground 
petroleum pipeline running parallely along the proposed PRR corridor. Further, the pipeline 
intersects the proposed PRR alignment in two areas near Chikkabanahalli village belonging 
to Bangalore East Taluk and at Kasaghattapura village belonging to Bangalore North 
Taluk. Flyovers are proposed at these two intersecting points to avoid impact on pipeline. 
Further, necessary precautionary measures such as Emergency Preparedness Plan, 
prohibition of mechanical excavation, blasting in the surrounding area of the pipeline & 
periodic onsite emergency mock drill will be ensured during construction phase upon 
necessary consultation and approvals from requisite authority. Discussions in this regard 
were already imitated with Petronet MHB authorities on 28.05.2020 and 29.05.2020. 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 
in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1614-1616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).1346-1348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 7661-7663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


2. Puttaiah, Yelahanka Hospital Road, Old Town, B64. (Mob: 7259811713) 


Objection/comments: 


It is to be noted that, | have not received any notice or prior information for the process of Land 
acquisition w.r.t 14 Acres, 20 Guntas at Sy. No. 26/1 of Agrahara village, Yelahanka Hobli which 
was purchased from M. Puttaiah in 1929. I also hereby enclose the land documents along this 
application for your kind information. 


Compliance: 


As per the Final Notification dt: 29.06.2007 issued by Government of Karnataka, the proposed 
PRR alignment passes through the Survey No. 26/1 belonging to Agrahara Village in 
Yelahanka Hobii. The Final Notification has been given as annexure to the EIA/EMP report. 


3. B.V. Jinesh Kumar, S/o Late Sri Vimal Kumar, R/o No. 9-B, Tower-V, “Woodsman Estate”, 
“Godrej Apartment”, Hebbal, Bengaluru-560024. 


Obiection/ : 
I would like to state as follows: 


I am the owner of the land in Sy. No. 101 of Jaraka Bande Kaval, Yelahanka Hobli, Bengaluru North 
Taluk. The proposed Peripheral Ring Road is passing through my land to the extent if 10 acres 36 
Guntas. I have no objections for acquiring my land for the said purpose provided the compensation 
is paid as per the new enactment i.e, “Right to Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land 
Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013”. 


I further submit that, the Land Acquisition for the proposed Peripheral Ring Road was initiated in 
the year 2005 under Section 4(1) of the Act. From 2005 onwards, the landlords of the lands acquired 
for this period were prevented from reaping the fruits of their respective lands. Thus, they were not 
in a position either to cultivate or develop the same so as to earn their livelihood and thereby they 
were deprived of their income from 2005 onwards. Considering this, it is requested that, the 
compensation amount be awarded from 2005 with further the interest and other statutory benefits 
be extended from 2005 onwards. 


(} 
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| state that, strangely the Special Land Acquisition Officer has not yet issued any notice of hearing 
based on the objections already filed. That apart I and other land losers have been deprived of 
utilizing our own lands for the last 15 years. Hence, fixing the compensation payable in respect of 
my land so acquired for the aforesaid project the aforesaid facts may kindly be taken into 
consideration and compensation amount be fixed accordingly. 


It is further noticed that, the Government is proposing to provide green space adjacent to the land 
belonging to the landlords. If such green space is provided adjacent to the commercial land 
(According to the Government Order dated 14.07.2016 issued by the Town Planning Department of 
Government of Karnataka, the adjoining private property to the extent of 100 meters is commercial 
with two times premium, next 100 meters is semi-commercial with 1.5 premium FAR and 900 meters 
residential area with 1.25 premium FAR). That apart, the land owners would be deprived of carrying 
on any commercial activities in view of providing of green space in between service road and the 
land belonging to the land owners and thereby the Government is putting restrictions on the land 
belonging to the private individuals and they will be deprived of carrying out any commercial 
activities on their lands. Further, the green space has to be provided in between the Service Road 
and the Main Road and not adjacent to the remaining land belonging to the landlords. 


It is further noticed that, the Peripheral Ring Road runs to about 65.5 Kms. But there is no parking 
space provided in the development plan which again creates traffic congestions. It is pertinent to 
mention here that in the entire report there is no mention as to the providing of any parking space 
wherever the commercial activities are to be carried-out. Under the circumstances, again there will 
be problem on movement of vehicles on the service road and the commuters will have to face parking 
problems. 


Further, the Acquisition Authority is insisting for taking TDR of the landlords which is against the 
provisions of the new Land Acquisition Act. The Acquisition Authority has no right to insist for taking 
TDR in respect of the land which is proposed to be acquired in lieu of the compensation amount. It 
is relevant to mention here that, instead of granting TDR, it is suggested that, the compensation 
amount be paid as no one can make of the TDR benefit as the road runs to 65.5 KMs. 


In the light of the above, it is requested that the compensation and other statutory benefits be paid 
to me from 2005 onwards and further, the other suggestions given may also be taken into 
consideration before finalizing the acquisition proceedings. 


Compliance: 


As per the Final Notification dt: 29.06.2007 issued by Government of Karnataka, the proposed 
PRR alignment passes through the Survey No. 1 01 belonging to Jarakabandekaval Village in 
Yelahanka Hobli. The Final Notification has been given as annexure to the EIA/EMP report. 
The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 
in Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).13461348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


The private land owners are free to carry out any commercial activities on their lands. The 
proposed green space beyond the main carriageway and service roads was intended to 
reduce air and noise pollution due to the movement of vehicles and provide habitat to several 
birds and small mammals such as squirrels located in the adjacent agricultural lands. 
Provision of green space between main carriage way and service road will not serve its 
intended purpose of reduction in air and noise pollution and providing habitat. Besides 
maintenance of trees in between main carriage way and service road seems to be quite 


difficult considering all the above mentioned facts. 
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stakeholders in the project are fully heard, are given their due consideration, and their 
statement/opinions are taken into account. This current notification issued by the Karnataka state 
pollution board differs from the intent of its parent act, as it limits the ability of several affected 
persons and communities to be able to express themselves in a free and fair manner through the 
public consultation process. 


8) The rapid EIA study conducted for this specific project lists sixty-three villages, settlements 
and habitation as areas which would be directly impacted by this project. A detailed socio-economic 
survey was conducted as a part of this study within 2 kms either side of the area was collected from 
taluk offices, District statistics and Primary Health Centres. A test check survey was also carried out 
by conducting interview with local people and village heads. 


8.1) The population density of the district as per the 2001 census was 2985 per Sq km. out of the 
total population of 65.37 lakhs, 34.27 lakhs of the residents were males and 31.10 lakhs were 
females. As per the 2001 census, 12% of the population were of the scheduled tribe and scheduled 
caste communities. 


8.2) Furthermore around 12.67% of households were women headed households. Considering the 
usual economic and social disadvantages that befall these minority households, it is understandable 
the kind of negotiating power they might possess in public decision-making forums 


8.3) By excluding these communities from taking part in the public consultation process, we are 
aiding in their further oppression. These social handicaps may be produced in even starker terms 
when we analyse the literacy of the communities affected. 


8.4) Even though the literacy levels are high at 83% in general, rural women in the affected sites 
have a literacy of about 60% which is much lower. The education levels also are very moderate 
where in out of the total population, a majority of 27.98% studied up-to high school, 12.82% till 
middle school. The higher education level is represented by 3.76% of the population who are 
postgraduates, and people with technical qualification are only 2.13% 


8.5) Keeping in mind that the present notification also invites suggestions and concerns in the form 
of letters and E-mail, it is clear that a considerable number of affected people would be deprived of 
this tool which amount to injustice. 


8.6) Interestingly, in a recent survey conducted to find out the awareness of the local population 
regarding this project, 67.08% of the people responding negatively. This shows there is a dire need 
of including the voices of the affected people, and the public consultation process can act as a great 
tool to raise awareness. 


8,7) Also, this project requires the cutting down of around 33,838 trees, most of which are located 
in crucial catchment areas. This and many other similar environmental impacts caused by this 
project can be a source of concern for various communities residing nearby, and these concerns 
ought to be heard. Nearby 1810 acres of farmers land was notified for acquisition from nearly 4000 
landowners in 67 villages for the construction of the 65.5 Km PRR road, envisaged to decongest the 
city’s traffic by connecting Tumakuru Road to Hosur Road. This further shows the Plight of various 
farmers who would lose their lands and their livelihoods. While we understand the intent of the said 
notice is for the general safety of the public, it severely hinders the rights of several persons to access 
the public consultation process. 


9) A major cause of distress in the present notification is the timing of it. The Board's insistence on 
conducting the consultation process in the middle of a global pandemic is a sign of alarm and is also 
inconsistent with the general practices of other parallel authorities. A significant comparison can 
be drawn with the Gujarat state Pollution Control Board. It published on March 26, 2020 a notice 


fora public hearing (for the second largest oil refinery the Nayara Energy Limited) to be held in the 
coming six weeks. After requests for withdrawal, the Board postponed the hearing on April 18, 2020. 
Till date, the public hearing has been postponed four times and the authorities have complied with 
the citizens requests and concerns and also kept in mind the realities of the COVID crisis and the 
same expectations are to be maintained from the present Board. 


10) The lack of social capital in several minority communities due to historic systemic exploitation 
is a fact that still echoes within the diverse populace of India. This notification issued by the 
Karnataka state pollution board ignores this very same fact, and in a sense perpetrates and 
continues this systemic violence. Laws cannot be understood outside of their social context, and 
hence predicting the experience of the people who are to be affected by the law should be an integral 
part of the law making. This allows for the jurisprudential morality of the law to be accountable to 
the people it governs. This notification, by making access to the internet a requirement, secludes 
several minority communities from entering the law-making process and kept them side-lined as 
the “outsiders”, pushing us further us from achieving social equality in India. 


For the reasons cited above, the mandatory public hearing schedule for 23.9.2020 be cancelled and 
a clarification be issued stating that public hearing through zoom application for this project 
specifically, and for any future projects be cancelled and in its place a physical public consultation 
session which incorporates participation of all the diverse stakeholders involved in the present issue 
be done whenever safe and appropriate-along with any action that the state Board may deem fit. 


Compliance: 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. The KSPCB further published 
about the Environmental Public Hearing and Virtual Public Hearing in the Kannada Daily 
newspaper “Kannada Prabha” and English Daily newspaper “Deccan Herald” on 17.07.2020 
and 01.09.2020 respectively by inviting the responses orally/writing/e-mail to 
KSPCB/Chairman, District Environmental Public Hearing Committee, Bengaluru Urban 
District from the concerned persons having plausible stake in the environmental aspects of 
the project or activity within 30 days from the date of publication of the paper notification. 
Further, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted on 18.08.2020 and subsequently 
Virtual Environmental Public Hearing was conducted on 23.09.2020. 


The proposed PRR project is entirely in Bengaluru Urban District and the population are very 

familiar with smartphones, internet connections, data usage and online technology. The 
virtual Environmental Public Hearing was successfully conducted on 23.09.2020 with more 
than 170 participants. 


Therefore, the comments/suggestions/objections were submitted by the public from July, 
2020 to November, 2020 to the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and Bangalore 
Development Authority Office. The Compliance to all these comments/suggestions/ 
objections will be published in the BDA official website for the public to go through it. 


As per the detailed survey within the 100 m RoW, a total of 107 trees species (n=33,838) were 
recorded. However, as per the National Green Highways Policy, 2015 trees in the ratio 1:10 
will be planted in the proposed green space along the Highway and an MoU will be entered 
with the Karnataka Forest Department for planting trees in designated areas suggested by 
the Forest Department. 


Further, a total of 1036.51 Ha of land is required for the project. The compensation will be 
paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01,2022 in Miscellaneous 
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Application No(s).1614-1616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1346-1348 of 2019 
in Civil Appeal No(s). 7661-7663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


13. Veena Krishnan, Mob: 9880355113 
14. Prabha Dev, Mob: 9449839439 


Objection/ : 


We refer to the Report published in the Decan Herald newspaper on July 26,2020 which states that 
the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and the Deputy Commissioner, Bangalore District 
have called for public hearing at 11am on August 18,2020 at Nityotsava Kalyana Mantapa in 
Singanayakanahalli, Dodddaballapura Road, near Avalahalli village, in order for citizens to voice 
their thoughts and objections on the proposed felling of over 33,000 trees and acquisition of 25 
acres of reserved forest land. 


Given the rising number of COVID cases in the city and increase in number of deaths, together with 
the scenario of hospitals being overwhelmed with the rising number of patients, we request you not 
to endanger the lives and health of citizens by calling for a physical public hearing. It is highly likely 
that many citizens will not attend the public hearing as they fear catching the COVID infection from 
others. The objective of holding the public hearing will itself be defeated. 


In the interests of the health and safety of the citizens, we request you to conduct an online virtual 
hearing whereby citizens can remotely access and voice their objection online orally and writing. 


Compliance: 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Subsequently, keeping in view 
of the present COVID-19 pandemic situation, a Virtual Environmental Public Hearing was 
conducted on 23.09.2020 to obtain the views of the public. Further, the 
comments/suggestions/objections were submitted by the public from July, 2020 to 
November, 2020 to the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and Bangalore Development 
Authority Office through oral/written submissions or e-mail. The Compliance to all these 
comments/suggestions/objections will be published in the BDA official website for the public 
to go through it. 


15. Rajeev Chandrasekhar, Member of Parliament, Rajya Sabha 
ion/comments: 


I wholly endorse this request for a broad based public consultation process that should be virtual 
given the current COVID-19 pandemic situation. | would urge that you make this possible and | 
would further suggest for the purposes of convenience a pre-registration process be enabled a few 
days prior to the virtual hearing so that public consultation could be planned in an orderly manner. 


This kind of virtual public consultation will be the norm for the foreseeable future since the 
pandemic will remain with us and force change the behaviour of Government and citizens for the 
forthcoming months and may be years. 


You are already aware of my position and the Government’s position that citizens are the most 
important stakeholders of Namma Bengaluru’s development and citizens must play a role in 
consultation, planning and execution of these important projects. 


I state that, strangely the Special Land Acquisition Officer has not yet issued any notice of hearing 
based on the objections already filed. That apart I and other land losers have been deprived of 
utilizing our own lands for the last 15 years. Hence, fixing the compensation payable in respect of 
my land so acquired for the aforesaid project the aforesaid facts may kindly be taken into 
consideration and compensation amount be fixed accordingly. 


It is further noticed that, the Government is proposing to provide green space adjacent to the land 
belonging to the landlords. If such green space is provided adjacent to the commercial land 
(According to the Government Order dated 14.07.2016 issued by the Town Planning Department of 
Government of Karnataka, the adjoining private property to the extent of 100 meters is commercial 
with two times premium, next 100 meters is semi-commercial with 1.5 premium FAR and 900 meters 
residential area with 1.25 premium FAR). That apart, the land owners would be deprived of carrying 
on any commercial activities in view of providing of green space in between service road and the 
land belonging to the land owners and thereby the Government is putting restrictions on the land 
belonging to the private individuals and they will be deprived of carrying out any commercial 
activities on their lands. Further, the green space has to be provided in between the Service Road 
and the Main Road and not adjacent to the remaining land belonging to the landlords. 


It is further noticed that, the Peripheral Ring Road runs to about 65.5 Kms. But there is no parking 
space provided in the development plan which again creates traffic congestions. It is pertinent to 
mention here that in the entire report there is no mention as to the providing of any parking space 
wherever the commercial activities are to be carried-out. Under the circumstances, again there will 
be problem on movement of vehicles on the service road and the commuters will have to face parking 
problems. 


‘urther, the Acquisition Authority is insisting for taking TDR of the landlords which is against the 

provisions of the new Land Acquisition Act. The Acquisition Authority has no right to insist for taking 
TDR in respect of the land which is proposed to be acquired in lieu of the compensation amount. It 
is relevant to mention here that, instead of granting TDR, it is suggested that, the compensation 
amount be paid as no one can make of the TDR benefit as the road runs to 65.5 KMs. 


In the light of the above, it is requested that the compensation and other statutory benefits be paid 
to me from 2005 onwards and further, the other suggestions given may also be taken into 
consideration before finalizing the acquisition proceedings. 


Compliance: 


As per the Final Notification dt: 29.06.2007 issued by Government of Karnataka, the proposed 
PRR alignment passes through the Survey No. 101 belonging to Jarakabandekaval Village in 
Yelahanka Hobli. The Final Notification has been given as annexure to the EIA/EMP report. 
The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 
in Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).13461348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


The private land owners are free to carry out any commercial activities on their lands. The 
proposed green space beyond the main carriageway and service roads was intended to 
reduce air and noise pollution due to the movement of vehicles and provide habitat to several 
birds and small mammals such as squirrels located in the adjacent agricultural lands. 
Provision of green space between main carriage way and service road will not serve its 
intended purpose of reduction in air and noise pollution and providing habitat. Besides 
maintenance of trees in between main carriage way and service road seems to be quite 
difficult considering all the above mentioned facts. 
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Necessary parking space will be provided alongside the proposed wayside amenities such as 
bus shelters, rest areas and toll plazas. However, the parking space pertaining to the 
commercial activities along the adjacent lands are to be decided by the respective land 
owners. 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 
in Miscellaneous Application No(s).16141616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).13461348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 76617663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


4. Ganesh 


Objection/comments: 


I live in Seegahalli, Bangalore for nearly 6+ years. I would like to know the details of the current PRR 
Route. Kindly provide the plan for our reference. 


Compliance; 

The proposed “Peripheral Ring Road” connects major Highways namely Tumakuru Road 
(NH-4), Hesaraghatta Road (SH-39), Doddaballapura Road (SH-09), Ballari Road (NH-7), 
Hennur- Baglur Road (SH-104), OMR (NH-4), Hoskote-Anekal Road (SH-35), Sarjapur Road 


and Hosur Road (NH-7). Further details along with map showing the PRR route is given in 
the Chapter-2 of the EIA/EMP report. 


5. KumarBS 
6. Devi Singh, Kumar Singh & other Farmer's of Seegehalli village 
7. G. Bhavani Singh 


Qbjection/comments: 
OBJECTIONS TO CHANGE OF ALIGNMENT OF PRR-(1) FROM FINAL NOTIFICATION 


The land bearing Sy. No. 64/2, measuring 2 Acres 37 guntas, situated at Seegehalli village, 
bidarahalli Hobli, Bangalore East Taluk, Bangalore Urban District is my family-owned property. In 
2005, the B.D.A has acquired 20 guntas of land and gain in 2006 another 30 gunta of land is acquired 
for peripheral ring road (part - 1) from the said land final notification regarding P.R.R -(1) is made 
in 2007 regarding above said land. Since then, the said land is standing without any development, 
even through neighboring lands of Seegehalli village are developing very fast. We are eagerly 
waiting for award and interest as we suffered heavy losses due to said acquisition of 1 acer 09 gunta 
of land for P.R.R -(I) in the said land. 


You are aware that B.D.A by issuing the three-acquisition notification during 2005, 2006, and 
2007, lands have been acquired for formation of Peripheral Ring Road part-(I). Later one more 
acquisition notification was issued during the year 2010 for formation of toll plaza and truck 
parking. These acquisition notifications were challenged in W.P, No. 21920-21922/2011 by Smt. 
Gowaramma against B.D.A & others. The learned Single Judge of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Karnataka, by his order dated 8.9.2011 has quashed all the notifications in its entirety pertaining 
to the scheme of “peripheral ring road”. The BDA challenged the said order in W.A, Nos. 17005- 
07/2011 and Division Bench by its judgment dt. 15.7.2013 has set aside the acquisition of the 
petitioner’s land under the preliminary notification dt. 16.8.2010 while setting aside the quashing 
of other notification in entirety pertaining to the scheme of peripheral ring road. The said 
judgment was affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in S.L.P. (C) Nos. 9800-9802/2014. 


In spite of quashing of acquisition notification of 2010 by the Hon'ble Supreme court, some locals 
along with vested interested politicians are trying to create confusion and give false objection and 


iio 


GOS 


information and requesting Authorities to issue a new notification for the change of alignment 
according to there needs at Seegehalli and Kannamangala village with malafide intension. Any 
new change to alignment is highly illegal and uncalled for. The 2005-07 notification of PRR-(1) 
is upheld by the Hon’ble High Court and also by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in S.L.P. (C) Nos. 
9800-9802/2014 and to be followed as per Hon’ble court directions. 


On the bases of some false, concocted , malafide representations created on the advice of some 
politicians , and builders. The BDA authorities by giving false reasons creating new alignment for 
PRR-I at Seegehalli and Kannamangala villages. 


| would like to get to your notice the following; There was survey conducted by BDA for formation 
of PRR in last week of January 2020 and again in month of July 2020, During survey they have 
surveyed different alignment by leaving some of the survey No. notified in 2010 notification that 
has been cancelled by the Hon’ble supreme court, to escape from orders of Hon’ble Supreme court 
and to make a new alternative notification for change of alignment at Seegehalli and 
Kannamangala villages. 


The survey conducted during that period 2005,2006 & 2007 discloses that there are few 
buildings/apartments at notified lands. But now the BDA is calming that it has to acquire about 
1500 apartments and have to pay Rs.2000 crores as composition for buildings, which is not true. 
An impartial enquiry will prove the fact. Construction of any building/apartment after 
notification is illegal. 


If it is true that the construction of these apartments/houses if any, is illegally done by the 
owner/builder at there own risk & cost by knowing that lands are notified for acquisition in 
2005, 2006 & 2007 and knowing its unauthorised .Hence BDA is not entitle to pay for acquisition 
of these buildings in those said survey numbers. . The said alignment in 2007 final notification 
shows that it doesn’t have any of buildings in those said survey number. There are few individual 
houses, buildings that were taken into account before issuing final notification in 2007 and there 
are no 1500 buildings/ apartments as presently claimed by BDA in media. The claim of BDA is 
concocted and created by builders, politicians and vested interested. 


It is learnt that majority of the buildings now existing are illegally constructed, presently on 
the alignments of PRR -I are clubbed together and taken into account by BDA for calculating, 
the arrived misleading information (1500 apartments), the payment of Rs.2000 crores of 
compensation does not at all arise . 


|, therefore, once again request you to kindly follow the correct position of P.R.R-I as acquisition 
made for P.R.R-I in the year 2005 &2006 and final notification in year 2007 by spending cores of 
rupees for survey and making alignment of PRR-1. | also request you to withdraw the false report 
of acquiring to 1500 apartments, giving Rs.2000crores composition report submitted to 
government, which is untrue & false. 


Compliance: 


The compensation will be paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01.2022 
- in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1614-1616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application 
No(s).1346-1348 of 2019 in Civil Appeal No(s). 7661-7663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


The survey pertaining to the EIA/EMP studies has been carried out as per the Final 
Notification dt: 29.06.2007 issued by Government of Karnataka. 


8. Manohar Raghuram 


I would like to know the survey numbers in Konappana Agrahara village which are needed for PRR 
project. We have various varieties of trees in our land, I would like to know whether our land is 
needed for project or not. 


Compliance: 
The proposed project does not fall in Konappana Agrahara Village, Begur Hobli, Bengaluru. 
9. Sachin mega, Karnataka Kisan Congress 
ion n 


Bangalore Development Authority (BDA) has organized a webinar on September 03, 2020 for 
obtaining comments and suggestions on the proposed Peripheral Ring Road (PRR) from the public. 
However, BDA has not published any project report. The project requires acquisition of farmer's 
land, The Survey Number and areas details pertaining to the land acquisition has not been provided 
in any documents. 


Therefore, it is hereby requested to publish the Detailed Project Report (DPR) in the BDA website 
before organizing the webinar for obtaining comments and suggestions from the public. 


Compliance: 
The proposed project has been under discussion since 2005 and several reports pertaining 


to the project has been released for the public reference since then. Hence, publishing the 
DPR before the Public Consultation is not mandatory. 


10. Sunil Kumar 


QObjection/comments: 


It will be very helpful if you can share the place where i can get the sketch or share me sketch for 
PRR alignment near Doddagugbi, Bileshivale, Vaderahalli. 


I have a only plot in my name in Asha township 6th A cross 170/8 last site and | am waiting from 
long to start construction and loan amount is going on. If 1 get some clear information I can sell or 
build properly. 


Can you help me ? 


Compliance: 


The proposed alignment does pass through Asha Township near Doddagubbi Main Road. 
The Survey Number wise details of land required for the project is given in the Final 
Notification dt: 29.06.2007 issued by Government of Karnataka. The map showing the PRR 
route is given in the Chapter-2 of the EIA/EMP report. 


ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEARING RELATED 


ISSUES 


COMPLIANCE TO COMMENTS / OBJECTIONS RECEIVED IN WRITTEN / E-MAIL TO 
KSPCB AND BDA (ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEARING RELATED ISSUES) 


2 KR 


1. Anil Bajaj, 91%‘ cross, Lavelle Road-560001 
ion/comments: 


We request you to cancel the scheduled August 18th Public consultation and have a new Peripheral 
Ring Road Project scheme initiated as per Section 14(A) of the Karnataka Town & Country Planning 
Act. We hope that you will heed citizen requests and do the needful! 


Compliance: 

As per Section 14(A) of the Karnataka Town & Country Planning Act, 1963, the Planning 
Authority may with previous approval of the State Government allow such changes in the 
land use or development from the outline development plan as may be necessitated by 
topographical cartographical or other errors and omissions. However, as per Section 14A(3) 
of the Karnataka Town and Country Planning (Amendment) Act, 2020 dt:20.10.2020, 
certain areas such as major and minor roads, national highways, state highways, traffic 
circulation pattern, areas reserved for parks, playgrounds, and other recreational uses will 
be excluded. The Planning Authority shall levy such fee as may be prescribed by the 
Government before allowing such change of land use from the Master Plan. 


BDA in exercise of the powers conferred under sub section (1) of Section 19 of the BDA Act, 
1976 and in exercise of the powers conferred in clause (c) of section 3 and 7 of the Land 
Acquisition Act, 1894, Government of Karnataka vide Government order no. UDD 399 MNX 
2006, Bangalore dt: 29.06.2007 issued Final Notification for Land acquisition of 733 ha 
(1810.18 acres) in 67 villages. Therefore, the alignment will not be changed entirely. 


Sunita Kumar & Prabha Dev, Citizens for Bengaluru/Living Lavelle Residents Association 
Manju George, Sr. Program Manager, ESAF, Banaglore 

Bangalore Environmental Trust 

Citizens for Bengaluru 

Subhashini Jagannath and Naveen Sridhar, Secretary, Malleshwaram Swabhimanaa Initiative 
(MSI) 


Obiection/ ; 


On behalf of Living Lavelle Residents Association-we write to protest against the Peripheral Ring 
Road project. 


NMP Wd 


We request you to cancel the Scheduled August 18' Public Consultation and have a new Peripheral 
Ring Road Project Scheme initiated as per Section 14(A) of the Karnataka Town & Country Planning 
Act. We hope that you will heed citizens requests and do the needful! 


Attachment: 


The Peripheral Ring Road has been proposed without due process and proper public consultation. 
This is a project costing 15,000+ Crores, 33,000 trees facing the axe and 65 km long, covering water 
bodies, catchments areas and reserves forest areas. The initial Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EIA) report submitted was deemed erroneous and rejected by the National Green Tribunal, as the 
BDA had revealed only 200 trees to be axed for the project. At the same time, the horticulture and 
Forest Department submitted to the NGT that 16,685 trees would have to be felled. Despite BDAs 
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protestations, the Supreme Court ruled that a fresh and accurate EIA be prepared, which brought 
to light that over 33,0000 trees would be felled. 


However, the BDA changed the alignment of the Peripheral Ring Road, hence rendering it a new 
project as per Karnataka Town & Country Planning Act. This voids the current EIA and calls not just 
for a fresh EIA but a new development proposal (scheme) to be drafted, including wide ranging 
public hearings, feasibility studies, alternatives and fresh budget approvals from the Government of 
Karnataka. It is at that stage that a new EIA is to be drafted, as per the Karnataka Town & Country 
Planning Act, Section 14(A). 


The utility of public projects must be determined as specified by law, through the course of due 
process with its concomitant safeguards, and issues affecting the people of Bengaluru resolved 
before commencement. The current EIA is null and void and cannot be used to evaluate the new 
project. 


Furthermore, in the times of the Covid-19 pandemic, a public consultation has been scheduled for 
11 amon August 18 at Nityotsava Kalyana Mantapa in Singanayakanahalli, Doddaballapura Road 
neat Avalahalli village by KSPCB. The Government of Karnataka asking the public to congregate 
fora hearing on such a crucial project is downright unsafe and irresponsible. In fact, itis a violation 
of the Disaster Management Act which forbids the arrangement of congregations. 


This letter is a demand to follow the law of the land, and due process. This will allow optimal public 
usefulness, creative suggestions for limiting ecological costs, ensuring investments in public 
transport along that corridor and reducing monetary expenditure. In short, it will hold the 
Government of Karnataka accountable to the public in letter and spirit. 


We request you to cancel the Scheduled August 18 public consultation and have a new Peripheral 
Ring Road project scheme initiated as per Section 14(A) of the Karnataka Town & Country Planning 
Act. 


We hope that you will heed citizen requests and do the needful! 


Compliance: 


As per Section 14(A) of the Karnataka Town & Country Planning Act, 1963, the Planning 
Authority may with previous approval of the State Government allow such changes in the 
land use or development from the outline development plan as may be necessitated by 
topographical cartographical or other errors and omissions. However, as per Section 14A(3) 
of the Karnataka Town and Country Planning (Amendment) Act, 2020 dt:20.10.2020, 
certain areas such as major and minor roads, national highways, state highways, traffic 
circulation pattern, areas reserved for parks, playgrounds, and other recreational uses will 
be excluded. The Planning Authority shall levy such fee as may be prescribed by the 
Government before allowing such change of land use from the Master Plan. Further, the 
Government of Karnataka vide Government order no. UDD 399 MNX 2006, Bangalore dt: 
29.06.2007 issued Final Notification for Land acquisition of 733 ha (1810.18 acres) in 67 
villages. Further, the alignment will not change entirely and the proposed EIA/EMP report 
has been prepared for the same alignment and is considered to be valid. 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the 
present pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as 
per the guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such 
as thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand 
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sanitizers, seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two separate platforms 
with social distancing. 


7. Meghna Amin, Jhatkaa.org 
ion/com ts: 


Please find as an attachment a formal letter addressed to the Chairman of KSPCB with regard to 
the Peripheral Ring Road project in Bangalore. We are currently running a campaign to ensure that 
the public hearing date is pushed for later in light of the pandemic. Please find more details in the 
letter below; 


Attachment: 


The recent news around the Peripheral Ring Road Project (PRR) has been upsetting for a lot of 
Bangaloreans. Destroying 33,838 trees across 25 acres of forest land and contaminating 6 water 
bodies for a road expansion project seems very unwise. We have started a campaign titled “33,000 
trees: Stop the PRR project” (on www.airalert.in) addressed to the Chief Minister, Shri Yediyurappa 
and the BDA commissioner, Mr. H R Mahadev to: 


1. Hold the BDA accountable for this erroneous EIA report 
2. Not have any public hearings or consultations until the pandemic is under control. 
3. Implement a stay order on the PRR project 


Here’s a quick timeline of the project: 


e BDA submits EIA report claiming that 200 trees will be cut. 

e Horticulture and forest department submit a contradicting report indicating that 16,685 
trees will be felled. 

e NGT notices the discrepancy and asks for the submission of Fresh EIA report. 

e InJune 2020, BDA submitted the revised EIA report that states 33,838 trees across 25 acres 
of forest land, and 6 water bodies will be under threat because of this project. 


On July 26 the Karnataka State Government announced that a public hearing will be conducted on 
this issue at 11 am on August 18" at Nityotsava Kalyana Mantapa. The announcement was made 
knowing that there are thousands of active COVID Cases in Bangalore currently and that attendance 
ata time like this would be meagre. 


Please note that the campaign currently has 5300+ signatures from the concerned citizens across 
Bengaluru. We hope you will take our comments seriously and put a stay order on this project and 
save the trees and natural resources in the City that are so essential for a sustainable future. Do get 
in touch with me at meghna@jhatkaa.org or 9535196043 for any questions you may have. 


Compliance: 

The EIA/EMP report for the proposed project has been prepared upon detailed survey 
keeping in view of the Hon’ble NGT Order dt: 18.02.2019 and the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
Judgement dt: 17.03.2020 so as to disclose all the sensitive facts involved in the project to the 
general public and maintain transparency. 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the present 
pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as per the 
guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such as 


thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand sanitizers, 
seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two seperate platforms with social 
distancing. 


8. DT Devare, Trustee, Bangalore Environment Trust 
Qbjection/comments: 
A. Need to review the project altogether 


In the introduction to the EIA, the purpose of the project has been stated as follows; 
1.1 EIA and purpose of the project 


Bangalore city has 2 existing circular ring roads viz., Inner Ring Road (IRR) of 29 km length, Outer 
Ring Road (ORR) of 65 km length (executed by BDA) with crowded development on either side of the 
RoW. Hence, further augmentations of these roads are techno-economically not feasible for the 
growing traffic. In view of this, it is essential to develop an alternative road facility away from ORR 
for movement of commercial and personalized vehicles entering the city. The city should have a 
circular ring road beyond ORR to connect all Primary and Secondary roads to reduce traffic 
congestion on all radial roads. By using the existing access controlled NICE road and to complete the 
circle of road to fulfil the demands of existing and growing traffic, it is proposed to implement 
Peripheral Ring Road (PRR) of 65.50 km with 8 lane configurations to Bangalore City. The purpose 
of the PRR is to relieve the traffic congestion in the metropolitan region and to provide linkage to 
the radial and arterial roads within the city. This project also aims at connecting new urban nodes 
outside the city and also provides quick access to BIAL from various parts of the city. 


Three factors listed below require serious consideration: 


1. Due to Covid pandemic, a large % of employees of many organizations are currently working 
from home and will do so even in future. As a result, the pattern of mobility and traffic within 
and on the outskirts of Bangalore will undergo a paradigm shift. Both national and 
international air level is expected to go down and hence less people will be travelling to BIAL. 

2. Recently, the Karnataka Government has decided to offer upto 25 percent subsidy to 
industries for setting up shop in tier-II and tier-III cities such as Mysuru, Mangaluru, 
Hubbali-Dharwad, Belagavi and Kalaburgi. This will slow down the growth of Bangalore 
and also the traffic. 

3. It is reported that both the central and state governments are facing a serious shortage of 
funds. 


In view of the above 3 factors, I request you to review and revise the project altogether because the 
assumptions underlying the project are not valid any more. The EIA for the revised project may 
please be done subsequently. 


B. Public Consultation 


|. am quoting below a few paragraphs (about public consultation) from the judgement delivered by 
Justice Dr. Dhananjaya Y Chandrachud of Supreme Court on 29' March 2019 in the Civil Appeal No. 
12251 of 2018 regarding Environmental Clearance for the development of a green field 
international airport at Mopa in Goa. 


“Public Consultation is a process which is designed to hear the voices of those communities which 
would be affected by the activity. They may be affected in terms of the air which they breathe, the 
water which they drink or use to irrigate their lands, the disruption of local habitats, and the 
denudation of environmental eco-systems which define their existence and sustain their livelihoods. 


Public consultation cannot be reduced to a mere incantation or a procedural formality which has 
to be completed to move on to the next stage. Underlying public consultation is the important 
constitutional value that decisions which affect the lives of individuals must, in a system of 
democratic governance, factor in their concerns which have been expressed after obtaining full 
knowledge of a project and its potential environmental effects”. 


In Utkarsh Mandal v Union of India, the Delhi High Court has succinctly summarized the duty of the 
EAC (Expert Appraisal Committee) to apply its mind to the objections raised in the course of public 
hearings: 


“It is that body that has to apply its collective mind to the objections and not merely the MoEF which 
has to consider such objections at the second stage. We therefore hold that in the context of the EIA 
Notification dt: 14» September 2006 and the mandatory requirement of holding public hearings to 
invite objections, it is the duty of the EAC, to whom the task of evaluating such objections, and the 
response there to of the project proponent, were considered and the reasons why any or all of such 
objections were accepted or negatived. The failure to give such reasons would render the decision 
vulnerable to attack on the ground of being vitiated due to non-application of mind to relevant 
materials and therefore arbitrary.” 


I understand that several individuals and organizations are planning to submit their 
comments/suggestions/objections to you and BDA about the EIA of PRR. | do hope that these will 
be processed within a reasonable period of time. 


I request you to issue formal, comprehensive press releases in English and in vernacular media 
mentioning the following as and when due. 


1. Number of comments/suggestions/objections received and their broad content. 
Indicators/evidence showing application of mind to all of them. 
3. Comments/suggestions/objections accepted (fully or partly) and the decisions/changes made 


accordingly. 

4. Comments/suggestions/objections not accepted (fully or partly) and the reasons/rationale for 
doing so. 

Compliance: 


Bangalore is home for more than 11 Million people with more than 100 Lakh trips/ day. 
Presently, the city operates 6000 BMTC buses which are expected to increase to 15000 by 
2031. The journey speed has reduced to 11 Kmph in 2015 from 18 Kmph in 2008 and this 
may further reduce due to increase in traffic. As per the report, the vehicular traffic may 
increase three times and the road network may severely congest in the city. 


In view of this, it is essential to develop an alternative road facility away from ORR for 
movement of commercial and personalized vehicles entering the city. The city should havea 
circular ring road beyond ORR to connect all Primary and Secondary roads to reduce traffic 
congestion on all radial roads. Government through NICE has implemented 45 Km 4 lane 
divided road between Hosur Road (NH-7) and Tumakuru Road (NH-4). This is a toll road with 
100 m RoW. The commercial vehicles which are not allowed in ORR and many personalized 
vehicles are using this road. This project also aims at connecting new urban nodes outside 
the city. 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. The KSPCB further published 
about the Environmental Public Hearing and Virtual Public Hearing in the Kannada Daily 
newspaper “Kannada Prabha” and English Daily newspaper “Deccan Herald” on 17.07.2020 


and 01.09.2020 respectively by inviting the responses orally/writing/e-mail to 
KSPCB/Chairman, District Environmental Public Hearing Committee, Bengaluru Urban 
District from the concerned persons having plausible stake in the environmental aspects of 
the project or activity within 30 days from the date of publication of the paper notification. 
Further the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted on 18.08.2020 and subsequently 
Virtual Environmental Public Hearing were conducted on 23.09.2020. 


Therefore, the comments/suggestions/objections were submitted by the public from July, 
2020 to November, 2020 to the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and Bangalore 
Development Authority Office. The Compliance to all these 
comments/suggestions/objections will be published in the BDA official website for the public 
to go through it. 


9. DR Prakash FP, Osborne Road Residents Welfare Association, #44, Osborne Road, Hermit 
Colony, Bangalore-560042 


Qbjection/comments: 
This is to request you to cancel the scheduled public hearing on PRR project to be held on 18th inst. 
At the venue which is the MOST inconvenient for the REAL KNOWLEDGED people to attend. We feel 


that, it might have been selected ONLY to AVOID GENUINE objections by the experienced sector of 
the public, consisting for COMMON MAN RIGHTS, ENVIRONMENT, WILDLIFE etc. 


As it is, there are different versions of the fact of number of trees that need to be removed by different 
agencies, the best JOKE part of it being given the number by the BDA AS JUST 200, whereas that 
being provided by the fresh EIA on the directions of the Supreme Court stands at 33000 which is 
165 times lower. 


With all these vagaries yet to be resolved, how can a public hearing at a place, about 70 kms away 
from the city at times of SCANTY transportation facilities due to the ongoing pandemic conditions? 


With all the major facts provided above, please see that, the scheduled public hearing be cancelled 
and the same can be held after clarifications and at a place well within the city. 


Compliance: 

The EIA/EMP report for the proposed project has been prepared upon detailed survey 
keeping in view of the Hon'ble NGT Order dt: 18.02.2019 and the Hon'ble Supreme Court 
Judgement dt: 17.03.2020 so as to disclose all the sensitive facts involved in the project to the 
general public and maintain transparency. As per the detailed survey within the 100 m RoW, 
a total of 107 trees species (n=33,838) were recorded. However, as per the National Green 
Highways Policy, 2015 trees in the ratio 1:10 will be planted in the proposed green space 
along the Highway and an MoU will be entered with the Karnataka Forest Department for 
planting trees in designated areas suggested by the Forest Department. 


Further, Bangalore is home for more than 11 Million people with more than 100 Lakh trips/ 
day. Presently, the city operates 6000 BMTC buses which are expected to increase to 15000 
by 2031. Keeping in view of the future developments in the upcoming decades, it is essential 
to develop an alternative road facility away from ORR for movement of commercial and 
personalized vehicles entering the city since the commercial vehicles which are not allowed 
in ORR. The city should have a circular ring road beyond ORR to connect all Primary and 
Secondary roads to reduce traffic congestion on all radial roads. 
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Further, the Environmental Public Hearing for the proposed project was held at Nityotsava 
Marriage and Convention Centre, Singanayakanahalli, Doddaballapura Road, Near 
Avalahalli Village, Yelahanka Taluk, Bengaluru which is at a distance of 2.35 km from the 
proposed project alignment which is well within the city. 


10. Vijaykumar D V, Sr Citizen, E301, The Gardens, ETA Star, Magadi Road, Bangalore-5600023 
Qbjection/comments: 


We are passing through a Health Emergency and losing hundreds of lives every day. The Union 
Home Ministry had issued an order unlock-3 for protocol to be followed by states and UT. 


As per Unlock-3, sr. No.1, no large gatherings are permitted. State Govt or UT is prohibited from 
diluting the protocol as per sr no 9, which is punishable too. 


The order under Unlock -3 extends to 31st August 2020. 


Karnataka state pollution control board had called for a public hearing/consultation on 18th 
august 2020 regarding PRR (peripheral ring road) at Yelahanka, Bengaluru which is gross 
violation of disaster management act 2005 and disaster management authority. 


Life is not normal. People are under stress. Public gathering is prohibited. Public is advised to stay 
home to contain the virus. 


Public cannot gather in larger number as they have to obey the protocol to contain the virus, by 
doing which they will lose their democratic right to give their views/opinions about a project of 
large Public importance. 


Senior citizens are also deprived of their right to voice opinion as they have been advised to strictly 
stay at home due to their vulnerability to pandemic. 


You are requested to issue suitable orders to postpone the hearing till normalcy is restored and the 
public can freely attend the hearing and voice their opinion. 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the 
present pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as 
per the guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such 
as thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand 
sanitizers, seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two separate platforms 
with social distancing. 


Considering the pandemic situation, a Virtual Public Hearing was also conducted on 
23.09.2020 through Zoom platform, so that the public can participate in the meeting and 
give their submissions from their homes. 


11. Vijaykumar Rajkumar Dugar, Convenor C, Citizens for Citizen (C4C), No. 36,7 Cross, 
Vasanthnagar, Bengaluru-560052 


Qbjection/comments: 


You will agree that the Proposed Peripheral Ring Road Project costing Rs 15000+ crores need a 
thorough and effective public consultation as per law and also since citizens will finally anyway pay 
for this massive project. 
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The presently scheduled consultation is ill-times since in the covid-19 situation, citizens are anyway 
discouraged from attending such physical meeting, again as per the relevant rules. 


We strongly urge you to cancel the meeting scheduled for 18th August and not notify a new meeting 
which will be realistic in all its aspects. Proceeding with the 18th Aug meeting is against the interest 
of the citizens!! 


We hope you will do the rightful by having a re-look with an open mind and do the needful. 
Compliance: 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Keeping in view of the 
present pandemic COVID-19 situation, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted as 
per the guidelines issued by the Govt. of India with necessary precautionary measures such 
as thermal screening, distribution of masks, face shields, gloves, utilization of hand 
sanitizers, seating arrangements with not more than 50 seats at two separate platforms 
with social distancing. 


Considering the pandemic situation, a Virtual Public Hearing was also conducted on 
23.09.2020 through Zoom platform, so that the public can participate in the meeting and 
give their submissions from their homes. 


12. Anushka Gupta, Deokinandan Sharma, Gurbani Bhatia, Kavitha Khanna, PB Sashankh, Pratik 
Kumar 


ion/comments: 


We, the undersigned persons, write to you with urgency, to express grave concern over Karnataka 
State Pollution Control Boards recent order PCB/CNP/07/GEN/19/1938 dated 30.08.2020, which 
mandates the use of Zoom mobile application for conducting public consultation. Mandating the 
use of Zoom application is a violation of the fundamental right to access to justice. 


Relevant clause of the Impugned Notification: 


“Clause of the said Notification titled, CONTINUITY OF ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEARING 
THROUGH WEBINAR, makes it mandatory for all stakeholders in the project to participate in the 
public consultation process through a zoom meeting.” 


Concerns with such a mandate include: 


1) We reserve our arguments only till this notification (PCB/CNP/07/GEN/19/1938) dated 
31.08.2020 issued by the Karnataka State Pollution Board and do not make arguments on the merit 
of this project 


2) Access to Justice is a fundamental principle of rule of law, and in its absence people cannot 
hold institutions accountable. The Indian legal framework through its constitutional promises 
promotes this principle and in the case during local governance practices, the concerns of the people 
who would be most affected ought to be accounted for. The present notification which has called 
for a virtual meeting is a clear violation of our constitutional principles of access of justice. Non- 
consultation or limited consultation provisions as specified in the new draft EIA 2020 notification 
has also been severely criticized, and this impugned notification clearly shows that the State Boards 
are promoting a similar standard of minimum public participation. 


3) Article 14 guarantees equality before the law and equal protection of law to every person in 
India. In essence, what this means is that the state cannot discriminate between persons through 
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state action, otherwise such state action becomes void. The constitution persons through state 
action, otherwise such state action becomes void. The constitution acknowledges existing 
inequalities in society, and hence providing equal treatment to unequal persons can lead to 
injustice, Article 14 allows for the state to discriminate amongst people, only when the reason for 
the discrimination is to attain equality. There has to be a rational nexus between the objective of 
the law and the requirement of the classification. 


3.1) A survey conducted in 2015 estimated that only 15% of the Indian population owned a 
smartphone. A recent report from IMAI suggests that 71% of mobile data consumers in India belong 
to the urban areas. 


Other surveys also suggest that 72% of rural internet users were male while only 28% of rural users 
were female. 


3.2) Data released by the Telecom Department of India in 2019 shows that only 25.36% of the rural 
population of India (comprising the people who usually suffer the most) have access to the internet. 
Even in urban areas only 38% internet user were female and 62 percent were male. About 69% of 
the affected households are not aware of the construction of this project and only 20.56 % of the 
persons surveyed reported owning computer sets. 


3.3) A survey conducted by NSSO and published by MPS! provided that in rural Karnataka only 2% 
of the population had computer access and about 8.3% had internet connection. 


3.4) Furthermore, as found in a report by Nielsen and Mobile Association of India, in Karnataka in 
overall about 42% of the population has access to an internet connection. 


3.5) Lastly a study by the Telecom Regularly Authority of India shows that out of the 71 million 
internet subscribers in Karnataka, the rural population comprises merely 37.14% of the users with 
27 million subscribers. 


3.6) studies also show that there is a class divide in access to smartphones and internet where most 
of the consumers were from the middle class and the upper class. 


This notification creates two separate classes of persons, i.e. persons with access to the internet, and 
persons who do not have access to the internet, and only allows the class of persons who do have 
access to the internet to be a part of the public consultation process. This discrimination goes 
against the pith and substance of article 14, as it discriminates in order to protect existing social 
inequalities in India and making access to the internet a prerequisite to participate in the public 
consultation process hinders the rights of several minority communities from accessing justice. This 
perpetuates an almost invisible form of violence on socially and economically backward 
communities and further us from the goal of achieving social equality in India. 


4) In Reliance Petrochemicals Ltd. V. Indian Express Newspapers, the court held that Article 
19(1)(a) protects the right to receive information and this includes the right to be aware of the law. 
The purpose of this right is to enable citizens to “take part in participatory development in 
industrial life and democracy.” The purpose of public consultation is to inform people about the 
nature of a proposed law, its effects and involved the stakeholders in trying to understand possible 
harms and come to probable solutions. It also in essence, decentralizes power and empowers the 
people. This notification, by making the internet a necessity, gatekeeps information and disallows 
it to escape and reach the socially disadvantaged. The court laid down the standard of substantive 
compliance in the Raza Buland case wherein it said that there has to be a nexus between the intent 
of the law, its implementation, and if is causes injustice to the people it governs. While the impugned 
notice assumes that the persons affected can attend the public consultation process online, this 
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assumption is not based in reality because it doesn’t take into consideration the problems faced by 
multiple disadvantaged communities, and hence, violates the principle of substantive compliance. 


5) It was stated in the Samarth Trust case that a public hearing is a form of participatory 
justice that gives a voice to the voiceless and a place and occasion for them to express their views 
with regard to a project. Such a public hearing gives an opportunity to the people to raise issues 
pertaining to the social impacts of a proposed project. In the case of Research Foundation for 
Science Technology National Resource Policy v. Union of India, the court held that “the right to 
information and community participation necessary for protection of environment and human 
health is an inalienable part of Article 21 and is governed by the accepted environment principles. 
The Government and the authorities have to motivate the public participation by formulating the 
necessary programmes.” The apex court in its recent judgement of Hanuman Lazman Aroskar v. 
Union of India has highlighted the intrinsic character of public consultation and described ii as “a 
value in seeking the views of those in the local area as well as beyond, who have a plausible stake in 
the project or activity. Public consultation is a process which is designed to hear the voices of those 
communities which would be affected by the activity.” Hence keeping in mind the judicial precedent, 
itis clear that public participation with regards to environmental decision-making is an inalienable 
and as intrinsic principle. The impugned notification significantly violates this principle and 
amounts to gross injustice, causing multiple directly affected communities to not enjoy their article 
21 rights guaranteed by the constitution. 


6) The Paris Agreement, 2016 to which India is a signatory, states in Article 12 that: “parties 
shall cooperate in taking measures, as appropriate, to enhance climate change education, training, 
public awareness, public participation and public access to information, recognizing the 
importance of these steps with respect to enhancing actions under this Agreement.” Even under the 
principle 10 of the Rio Declaration it states that at the national level each individual shall have 
appropriate access to information concerning the environment that is held by public authorities 
and states shall facilitate and encourage public awareness and participation by making 
information widely available. Importantly, it has been held in the case of vishakha and other v. state 
of Rajasthan that “even if a treaty, convention, resolution is not ratified by Indian State the courts 
are at liberty to incorporate these conventions.” In another case, Maganbhai Patel v. Union of India 
the courts have recognized that if a state action restricts the rights of citizens and international 
instruments augment those rights, then those rights are directly enforceable. Added to this, even 
Article 253 of the constitution of India promotes the state to strengthen its international 
commitments Both these conventions emphasize on the importance of public participation while 
taking decisions on development projects which might adversely affect their communities, and India 
being a signatory to these conventions, has an International obligation to ensure access to 
information. The public consultation process falls within the ambit of these international 
obligations, and by excluding a class of people who do not have access to the internet, India violates 
these international obligations. 


7) Clause 3(1) of EIA 2006 states that “Public Consultation refers to the process by which the 
concerns of local affected persons and others who have plausible stake in the environmental 
impacts of the project or activity are ascertained with a view to taking into account all the material 
concerns in the project or activity design as appropriate.” Section 7(f) of the Notification mandates 
a public consultation process to be held before granting or rejecting the environmental clearance 
of projects falling under Categories A and Category B1 of the notification. Appendix IV of the 
notification highlights the process for conducting a public hearing and mandates that the public 
hearing be conducted in such manner that it ensures maximum public participation by those who 
would be affected by and/ or have stake in the environmental impact of a concerned project. The 
entire purpose of conducting a public consultation process is to ensure that the concerns of the 
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stakeholders in the project are fully heard, are given their due consideration, and their 
statement/opinions are taken into account. This current notification issued by the Karnataka state 
pollution board differs from the intent of its parent act, as it limits the ability of several affected 
persons and communities to be able to express themselves in a free and fair manner through the 
public consultation process. 


8) The rapid EIA study conducted for this specific project lists sixty-three villages, settlements 
and habitation as areas which would be directly impacted by this project. A detailed socio-economic 
survey was conducted as a part of this study within 2 kms either side of the area was collected from 
taluk offices, District statistics and Primary Health Centres. A test check survey was also carried out 
by conducting interview with local people and village heads. 


8.1) The population density of the district as per the 2001 census was 2985 per Sq km. out of the 
total population of 65.37 lakhs, 34.27 lakhs of the residents were males and 31.10 lakhs were 
females. As per the 2001 census, 12% of the population were of the scheduled tribe and scheduled 
caste communities. 


8.2) Furthermore around 12.67% of households were women headed households. Considering the 
usual economic and social disadvantages that befall these minority households, it is understandable 
the kind of negotiating power they might possess in public decision-making forums 


8.3) By excluding these communities from taking part in the public consultation process, we are 
aiding in their further oppression. These social handicaps may be produced in even starker terms 
when we analyse the literacy of the communities affected. 


8.4) Even though the literacy levels are high at 83% in general, rural women in the affected sites 
have a literacy of about 60% which is much lower. The education levels also are very moderate 
where in out of the total population, a majority of 27.98% studied up-to high school, 12.82% till 
middle school. The higher education level is represented by 3.76% of the population who are 
postgraduates, and people with technical qualification are only 2.13% 


8.5) Keeping in mind that the present notification also invites suggestions and concerns in the form 


of letters and E-mail, it is clear that a considerable number of affected people would be deprived of 


this tool which amount to injustice. 


8.6) Interestingly, in a recent survey conducted to find out the awareness of the local population 
regarding this project, 67.08% of the people responding negatively. This shows there is a dire need 
of including the voices of the affected people, and the public consultation process can act as a great 
tool to raise awareness. 


8.7) Also, this project requires the cutting down of around 33,838 trees, most of which are located 
in crucial catchment areas. This and many other similar environmental impacts caused by this 
project can be a source of concern for various communities residing nearby, and these concerns 
ought to be heard. Nearby 1810 acres of farmers land was notified for acquisition from nearly 4000 
landowners in 67 villages for the construction of the 65.5 Km PRR road, envisaged to decongest the 
city’s traffic by connecting Tumakuru Road to Hosur Road. This further shows the Plight of various 
farmers who would lose their lands and their livelihoods. While we understand the intent of the said 
notice is for the general safety of the public, it severely hinders the rights of several persons to access 
the public consultation process. 


9) A major cause of distress in the present notification is the timing of it. The Board’s insistence on 
conducting the consultation process in the middle of aglobal pandemic is a sign of alarm and is also 
inconsistent with the general practices of other parallel authorities. A significant comparison can 
be drawn with the Gujarat state Pollution Control Board. It published on March 26, 2020 a notice 
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fora public hearing (for the second largest oil refinery the Nayara Energy Limited) to be held in the 
coming six weeks. After requests for withdrawal, the Board postponed the hearing on April 18, 2020. 
Till date, the public hearing has been postponed four times and the authorities have complied with 
the citizens requests and concerns and also kept in mind the realities of the COVID crisis and the 
same expectations are to be maintained from the present Board. 


10) The lack of social capital in several minority communities due to historic systemic exploitation 
is a fact that still echoes within the diverse populace of India. This notification issued by the 
Karnataka state pollution board ignores this very same fact, and in a sense perpetrates and 
continues this systemic violence. Laws cannot be understood outside of their social context, and 
hence predicting the experience of the people who are to be affected by the law should be an integral 
part of the law making. This allows for the jurisprudential morality of the law to be accountable to 
the people it governs. This notification, by making access to the internet a requirement, secludes 
several minority communities from entering the law-making process and kept them side-lined as 
the “outsiders”, pushing us further us from achieving social equality in India. 


For the reasons cited above, the mandatory public hearing schedule for 23.9.2020 be cancelled and 
a clarification be issued stating that public hearing through zoom application for this project 
specifically, and for any future projects be cancelled and in its place a physical public consultation 
session which incorporates participation of all the diverse stakeholders involved in the present issue 
be done whenever safe and appropriate-along with any action that the state Board may deem fit. 


Compliance: 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. The KSPCB further published 
about the Environmental Public Hearing and Virtual Public Hearing in the Kannada Daily 
newspaper “Kannada Prabha” and English Daily newspaper “Deccan Herald” on 17.07.2020 
and 01.09.2020 respectively by inviting the responses orally/writing/e-mail to 
KSPCB/Chairman, District Environmental Public Hearing Committee, Bengaluru Urban 
District from the concerned persons having plausible stake in the environmental aspects of 
the project or activity within 30 days from the date of publication of the paper notification. 
Further, the Environmental Public Hearing was conducted on 18.08.2020 and subsequently 
Virtual Environmental Public Hearing was conducted on 23.09.2020. 


The proposed PRR project is entirely in Bengaluru Urban District and the population are very 

familiar with smartphones, internet connections, data usage and online technology. The 
virtual Environmental Public Hearing was successfully conducted on 23.09.2020 with more 
than 170 participants. 


Therefore, the comments/suggestions/objections were submitted by the public from July, 
2020 to November, 2020 to the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and Bangalore 
Development Authority Office. The Compliance to all these comments/suggestions/ 
objections will be published in the BDA official website for the public to go through it. 


As per the detailed survey within the 100 m RoW, a total of 107 trees species (n=33,838) were 
recorded. However, as per the National Green Highways Policy, 2015 trees in the ratio 1:10 
will be planted in the proposed green space along the Highway and an MoU will be entered 
with the Karnataka Forest Department for planting trees in designated areas suggested by 
the Forest Department. 


Further, a total of 1036.51 Ha of land is required for the project. The compensation will be 
paid as per the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgement dt: 20.01,2022 in Miscellaneous 
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Application No(s).1614-1616 of 2019 in Miscellaneous Application No(s).1346-1348 of 2019 
in Civil Appeal No(s). 7661-7663 of 2018 and BDA Act, 1976. 


13. Veena Krishnan, Mob: 9880355113 
14. Prabha Dev, Mob: 9449839439 


Dbiection/ kei 


We refer to the Report published in the Decan Herald newspaper on July 26,2020 which states that 
the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and the Deputy Commissioner, Bangalore District 
have called for public hearing at 11am on August 18,2020 at Nityotsava Kalyana Mantapa in 
Singanayakanahalli, Dodddaballapura Road, near Avalahalli village, in order for citizens to voice 
their thoughts and objections on the proposed felling of over 33,000 trees and acquisition of 25 
acres of reserved forest land. 


Given the rising number of COVID cases in the city and increase in number of deaths, together with 
the scenario of hospitals being overwhelmed with the rising number of patients, we request you not 
to endanger the lives and health of citizens by calling for a physical public hearing. It is highly likely 
that many citizens will not attend the public hearing as they fear catching the COVID infection from 
others. The objective of holding the public hearing will itself be defeated. 


In the interests of the health and safety of the citizens, we request you to conduct an online virtual 
hearing whereby citizens can remotely access and voice their objection online orally and writing. 


liance: 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Subsequently, keeping in view 
of the present COVID-19 pandemic situation, a Virtual Environmental Public Hearing was 
conducted on 23.09.2020 to obtain the views of the public. Further, the 
comments/suggestions/objections were submitted by the public from July, 2020 to 
November, 2020 to the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and Bangalore Development 
Authority Office through oral/written submissions or e-mail. The Compliance to all these 
comments/suggestions/objections will be published in the BDA official website for the public 
to go through it. 


15. Rajeev Chandrasekhar, Member of Parliament, Rajya Sabha 
Objection/comments: 


I wholly endorse this request for a broad based public consultation process that should be virtual 
given the current COVID-19 pandemic situation. | would urge that you make this possible and | 
would further suggest for the purposes of convenience a pre-registration process be enabled a few 
days prior to the virtual hearing so that public consultation could be planned in an orderly manner. 


This kind of virtual public consultation will be the norm for the foreseeable future since the 
pandemic will remain with us and force change the behaviour of Government and citizens for the 
forthcoming months and may be years. 


You are already aware of my position and the Government’s position that citizens are the most 
important stakeholders of Namma Bengaluru’s development and citizens must play a role in 
consultation, planning and execution of these important projects. 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted on 18.08.2020 as per the provisions 
of the EIA Notifications, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Subsequently, keeping in view 
of the present COVID-19 pandemic situation, a Virtual Environmental Public Hearing was 
conducted on 23.09.2020 to obtain the views of the public. Further, the 
comments/suggestions/objections were submitted by the public from July, 2020 to 
November, 2020 to the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board and Bangalore Development 
Authority Office through oral/written submissions or e-mail. The Compliance to all these 
comments/suggestions/objections will be published in the BDA official website for the public 
to go through it. 


PROCEEDINGS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC 
HEARING HELD ON 13.07.2022 


PROCEEDINGS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEARING WITH RESPECT 
TO “DEVELOPMENT OF EIGHT LANE PERIPHERAL RING ROAD-CONNECTING 


MADRAS ROAD), BEN GALURU URBAN DISTRICT, BENGALURU” BY 
BANGALORE DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY HELD ON 13.07.2022 AT 11.00 AM. 


1. Venue of the Public Hearing Dr.B.R.Ambedkar Bhavan, Bruhat Bengaluru 
: Mahanagara Palike, No.757, 16th ‘A’ Main Road, 
Satellite Town, Yelahanka Taluk, Bengaluru-560064 


2. Date of the Public Hearing : 13.07.2022, 11:00 AM 


3. Environmental Public Hearing. 
Committee 


Shri. Sangappa, LA.S, 
Deputy Commissioner & Chairman, District Environmental 
Fublic Heating Committee, Bengaluru Urban District, 

Shri. Shivappa Naik, 

Senior Environmental Officer, 

Karnataka State Pollution Control Board, 

Zonal Office, Bengaluru Cit 
Shri. Sunil. V, 
Environmental Officer, 
Karnataka State Pollution Control Board, 

Regional Office Yelahanka (Bytara anapura), Bangalore 


Member 


Member Convener 


4. Project proponent: 


a. | Shri. M.B Rajesh Gowda, LA.S. Commissioner 
Engineer Member, 
Engineer Officer 
Executive Engineer 
Assistant Executive Engineer 


c. | Shri. B. A.Shivanand K.E.S 
|. | Shri. R.K Mohan 


Shri.R. Suresh SSS 


Seennenneeeenenee 


5. Public Participants : Annexure-] 
6. Copy of the presentation : Annexure-II 
7. Written Ob jections/Suggestions 3 Annexure-II] 


8. Photographs & Video recordings C Annexure-V 
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9,0. Preamble: 


Bangalore Development Authority (BDA) has proposed to develop Eight Lane Peripheral Ring 
Road (PRR) of length 73.50 km long with 100 meter Right of Way (RoW). The project starts at 
Tumakur Road (Where Nice Road ends) and ends at Hosur Road (Where Nice Road starts) to 
make it circular with existing access controlled NICE road. The proposed aligninent of PRR will 
be located at an approximate radial distance of 17 km - 25 km from city centre and acts as a 
bypass to the city for the long-distance personalized vehicles (cars and cabs) and commercial 
vehicles (trucks and LCVs). The proposed “Peripheral Ring Road” connects major Highways 
namely Tumakuru Road (NH-4), Hesaraghatta Road (SH-39), Doddaballapura Road (SH-09), 
Ballari Road (NH-7), Hennur- Baglur Road (SH-104), OMR (NH-4), Hoskote-Anekal Road 
(SH-35), Sarjapur Road and Hosur Road (NI-7). 


According to the EIA Notification dt: 14.09.2006 and its subsequent amendments, it is a 
prerequisite to obtain Environmental Clearance from State Environment Impact Assessment 
Authority (SEIAA)/Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change (MoEF&CC). As per 
the notification, it is mandatory to conduct Environmental Public Hearing at the project site 
under the Chairmanship of the Deputy Commissioner or an officer not below the rank of the 
Additional Deputy Commissioner. 

As per the EIA Notification, 2006 and its amendments issued by the Ministry, obtaining 
Environmental Clearance is mandatory. In view of this, the SEIAA, Karnataka has issued Terms 
of References (ToRs) and Corrigendum to ToRs for the proposed project vide letter No.: SEIAA 
40 IND 2019 dt: 21.01.2020 & 25.02.2022 and directed the project proponent to conduct 
Environmental Public Hearing at the Project site. In view of this, the project proponents have 
prepared the Draft EIA/EMP Report and Executive Summary in English & Kannada and 
requested the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board (KSPCB) on 29.04.2022 to conduct 
Environmental Public Hearing along the project alignment. 


Considering the request made by the project proponents, Karnataka State Pollution Control 
Board, Bangalore vide letter Dated 11.05.2022 requested the Deputy Commissioner, Bengaluru 
Urban to render suitable date and time for conducting the Environmental Public Hearing. The 
Deputy Commissioner has given the consent to conduct Environmental Public Hearing on 
13.07.2022 at 11.00 AM at the Dr.B.R.Ambedkar Bhavan, Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara 
Palike, No.757, 16th ‘A’ Main Road, Satellite Town, Yelahanka Taluk, Bengaluru-560064. 


As per the EIA Notification, 2006 and its subsequent amendments, the KSPCB published 
meeting notice through paper notification about the Environmental Public Hearing in local news 
paper in Kannada Daily newspaper ‘“‘Hosa Digantha” and in state level newspaper English Daily 
newspaper “The Hindu” on 12.06.2022 regarding the project by inviting the responses 
orally/writing/e-mail to KSPCB/Chairman, District Environmental Public Hearing Committee, 
Bengaluru Urban District from the concerned persons having plausible stake in the 
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Environmental aspects of the project or activity within 30 days from the date of publication of 
the paper notification. The Draft EIA/EMP report along with English and Kannada Executive 
Summaries were kept in the designated places such as; 


Office of the Deputy Commissioner, Bengaluru Urban District, Bengaluru 
Office of the Commissioner, Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike (BBMP), Bengaluru 
Office of the Chief Executive Officer, Zilla Panchayat, Bengaluru 
Office of the Joint Commissioner, District Industries Centre, Bengaluru 
Office of the Joint Commissioner, City Municipal Council, Bruhat Bengaluru 
Mahanagara Palike (BBMP), Yelahanka (Byatarayanapura) 
Office of the City Municipal Council, Hebbagodi, Bengaluru 
Office of the City Municipal Council, Madanayakanahalli, Bengaluru 
Office of the Tahsildar at Yelahanka Taluk, 
Office of the Tahsildar at Bangalore North Taluk 
. Office of the Tahsildar at Bangalore East Taluk 
. Office of the Tahsildar at Bangalore South Taluk 
. Office of the Tahsildar at Anekal Taluk 
.Gram Panchayat Offices at Madanayakanahalli, Bettahalasur, Alur, Chikkabanavara, 
Kasaghattapura, Shivakote, Gantiganahalli, Kannur, Doddagubbi, Bidarahalli, Avalahalli, 
Kannamangala, Shi gehalli, Kodathi, Huskur, Shantipura, Mutthanallur, Hebbagodi, 
Arakere, Doddatoguru, Konappana Agrahara, Madavara, Sonnenahalli Villages 
14. BBMP Ward Offices at Hagaduru Ward, Horamavu Ward, Varthur Ward, Jakkur Ward, 
Chowdeshwari Ward & Kempegowda Ward. 
15. Office of the Additional Director General of Forests, Ministry of Environment, Forest & 
Climate Change, Regional Office, Koramangala, Bengaluru 
16. Karnataka State Pollution Control Board, Regional Offices Sarjapura, Mahadevapura 
Dasarahalli and Peenya. 
17. Office of the Senior Environmental Officer, KSPCB, Zonal Office, Bengaluru City, 
Bengaluru, : 
18. Published in the website of KSPCB 
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All the above departments have been informed about the environmental public meeting to be 
held on 13.07.2022 at 11.0 AM and also informed about the newspaper notification vid letter 
Dated 16-06-2022. 


The Environmental Public Hearing was conducted at 11 AM on 13.07.2022 under the 
Chairmanship of the Deputy Commissioner, Bengaluru Urban District at the Dr.B.R.Ambedkar 
Bhavan, Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike, No.757, 16th ‘A’ Main Road, Satellite Town, 
Yelahanka Taluk, Bengaluru-560064. 
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Shri. Sunil.V, Member Convener of the Public Hearing Committee and Environmental Office, 
KSPCB, RO yelahanka welcomed Shri. Sangappa, LA.S, Deputy Commissioner, Bengaluru 
Urban District, Bengaluru, Shri. Shivappa Naik, Senior Environmental Officer, KSPCB, 
Bangalore City , Bangalore Development Authority Officials, Police Authorities, Media 
representatives, Local representatives and general public to the Environmental Public Hearing. 


Shri. Sunil.V, Environmental Officer, RO Yelahanka, KSPCB briefed about the objectives of 
Environmental public hearing and its importance to obtain Environmental Clearance and also 
informed that all required procedure mentioned in the Environmental Impact Assessment 
Notification 2006(as amended till 2009) before conducting public hearing have been followed 
with. 


Further he requested Shri. Sangappa, LA.S., Deputy Commissioner, Bengaluru Urban District, 
Bengaluru to chair the meeting and to conduct the process of Environmental public hearing. 


The chairperson of the Public Hearing Panel informed the project proponent to present the 
technical details of the proposed project through PowerPoint presentation. 


Accordingly, on behalf of BDA, Dr.Santhosh Kumar T. M., representative of M/s Environmental 
Health & Safety Consultants Pvt. Ltd. presented the project details comprising of Study area 
Map, salient features of the project, land use details, its objectives, Environmental baseline data, 
present scenario of the existing environment in the project area, its impacts on the environment, 
mitigation measures and Management Plan, expenditure, Project benefits , briefed about the 
CSR activities etc. through Power Point presentation. After the presentation, the Chairperson of 
the Environmental Public hearing panel requested the public gathered at the meeting to express 
their views/opinions/objections/Suggestions if any about the proposed project and informed to 
restrict their views to environmental issues only. 


1.Shri.Venkatesh, Kogilu 

He expressed his gratitude to the Deputy Commissioner, Bangalore urban and all the officials of 
BDA, KSPCB present in the Environmental Public hearing. He stated that the PRR was earlier 
65.04 km and now it has extended its length up to 73.50 km. As known to everyone, the 
proposed project involves removal of 36,800 trees which leads to increase in Air and Noise and 
soil pollution. As a result of increase in pollution there is an impact on the human health. He 
expressed that fresh air and water is essential for every human being. He quoted an example 
stating that during COVID-19 period we have all seen how people suffered duc to shortage of 
Oxygen. Therefore, he opined that this proposed project is not essential for all of us. This project 
was planned about 18 years ago and acquired the land long back from the Govt::Since then there 
has been no sign of implementation of this proposed project and there will be no sign of 
implementation in the future too. 


He also stated that there will be a huge negative impact on the surrounding Environment and 
there will be decrease in the ground water table due to the removal of trees and this is a know 
factor to everyone. The farmers are facing problems due to decrease in groundwater level for 


many years and many farmers are conducting strikes against this project. The objective of the 
conducting Environmental Public Hearing is very good as it is organized to know the public 
views on this project. However, he expressed that the public doesn’t need this Proposed PRR 
Project and he is 100% not interested in the project nor in the removal of thousands of trees 
because the requirement of fresh air and water is very important all. He expressed that there are 
so many technical ways to relieve traffic congestion such as widening of existing roads and 
installing traffic signals which would relieve the traffic congestion in the present scenario in and 
around Bangalore city. There is no need to disturb the existing environment for creating a new 
PRR. Bangalore is known as Green City, however, the removal of the trees for the proposed 
project would create a negative impact on the environment and in the present scenario, all the 
roads in the Bangalore City have been converted to concrete roads which bring the name as 
“Pollution City” to in place of Green City to Bangalore. He stated that BDA informed that all the 
farmers have expressed their consent towards the implementation of the Proposed PRR project; 
however, that is not true and all the farmers are 100% objecting the implementation of the said 
project. He also questioned as, how the BDA came to the conclusion that we have agreed for the 
implementation of the said project. At the end he finally concluded his opinion by saying that 
they don’t need the PRR. i 


2.Shri. Narasimhamurthy, Venkatala 

lle expressed his gratitude to all those public/Civilians present at the meeting, the Deputy 
Commissioner, Bengaluru Urban District and Shri. Rajesh, BDA Commissioner. He stated that 
BDA is aware of what is happening at BDA from past 17 years. He stated that as our people 
know little about this PRR Project and conveyed his thanks to Dr. Santhosh Kumar who has 
briefly explained about the proposed PRR project through presentation and concluded that, 
project will benefit the people of Bangalore City in a simple way but by implementing this PRR 
projects lot of people have lost their land and houses. He stated that Project proponents have 
visited every house and collected their opinion/views; however, I am staying here since 17 years 
and not one BDA Officer have visited my house to know the opinion about this project. Even 
after, when we visited the BDA Office, there is always a very high security outside their office 
and they say that the BDA Commissioner is busy in a meeting and asked us to come after 3 PM. 
Atter 3PM if we go to meet him and they say that BDA Commissioner is gone for meeting. 
There is huge impact on the surrounding Environment due to removal of trees for the project. 
The Proposed PRR passes through the Thippagondanahalli Catchment Area for about 20 km 
which would affect the water in the Catchment Area thereby causing pollution. Presently, 
Bangalore City is receiving water from T G Halli Catchment Area and by implementing the 
proposed project leads to pollution of that water in the T G Halli Catchment Area, 


He expressed that it is very unfortunate that the officials stated that all the farmers have provided 
their consent for the implementation of the project. The Central Government has introduced the 
Land Acquisition Act, 2013 in order to provide justice to all the Civilians/farmers,; however, 
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BDA has introduced their own Act and providing compensation as per their wish. Upon 
approaching the Commissioner, BDA regarding the compensation, it was informed that the value 
of Jand at Kalathammanahalli is 3.5 to 4 Lakhs per Acre. However, the present market value per 
acre is 3 Crores. The farmer cannot even purchase a site in the surroundings of Yelahanka which 
costs about 30 Lakhs. The compensation of 3 to 4 Lakhs provided by BDA is not at all sufficient 
for us to purchase even a single site anywhere. The farmer has nowhere to go in such a situation. 
He humbly expressed in the presence of all the Officers that the project will benefit to all the 
farmers, civilians, and the public only when the compensation is provided as per the Land 
Acquisition Act, 2013, and therefore justice will be served to everyone. 


He also stated that some influential personnel had made a request to BDA to shift the alignment 
as he had purchased some land along the proposed alignment and accordingly BDA shifted the 
alignment. As per the proposed PRR project 2017 Plan, about 6 houses were to be demolished, 
and now, due to the shift in the road alignment, about 23 houses are to be demolished. He 
expressed that in this way, BDA keeps on changing or shifting the alignment as per their wish 
only for the sake of officers of higher rank or influential personnel. We also have documentation 
in this regard and questions as how the public will be benefitted by this project in such situations. 
He stated that BDA doesn’t have enough financial support for the implementation of the project, 
and therefore, BDA is approaching more influential people for financial support. It is hopeless on 
the part of BDA. He stated that if BDA has the thought of public welfare, they will first provide 
the compensation and then implement the project. He expressed that if BDA provides 
compensation as per BDA Act, 1894, no farmer will accept the proposal and, hence, they don’t 
want the project to be implemented. There is only real estate business in the implementation of 
this project is happening. If the project was to be implemented properly, it would have not taken 
all these years to proceed with the project. He expressed that, earlier the cost of the project was 
550 crores in 2005. Now, the project cost has been elevated to 2000 crores, and the elected 
representatives and the officers at higher rank may be responsible for this. Any project has to be 
implemented in the same year as the planning was done; only then, the project cost will be 
minimal and feasible. It would also be beneficial to the public. He concluded that the project has 
taken so many years to be implemented and it is better to leave the project at this stage only and 
not proceed with the implementation. 
3.Shri. Vijay Nishanth, Project Vruksha Foundation, Jayanagar South, Bengaluru - 

Ile expressed his gratitude to all who are present at the meeting. He stated that the as mentioned 
in the Proposed project PPT , the number of trees proposed for removal is very large and 
questioned if there is any best possible way of changing the alignment so as to reduce the 
number of trees to be removed. He appreciated that it was a really good opportunity to see that 
such a public consultation has been organized in 7 years and that he has ‘attended several 
environmental and public consultations in the past. He also appreciated that the birds and other 
aspects studied at the project site had been presented in a good way. However, it is very sad that 
they have faced so many negative things due to the project. He also requested that the 
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presentation and all the project-related docurnents to be made available on online public 
platforms, He said that only a few people had attended the meeting, 

This meeting involves BDA and KSPCB, and it is related to entire Bengaluru City; hence, one 
more Environmental public hearing for same project meeting in Bengaluru Central has to be 


organized. He stated that he agreed with the farmers' objections to the implementation of the 
PRR. 


provide their consent for the removal of so many trees, But, keeping in view of the development 
of the city, we need to provide land and support. He also expressed that he would stand by the 
farmers if there was any injustice caused to them by the project. He insisted that a committee be 
created similar to that of the Steel Bridge, wherein a public consultation was carried out upon 
submission of a request to the Hon’ble High Court and the details of the number of trees and 
species were provided as per the directions of the Hon’ble High Court. 


He further expressed that the plantation should be strictly carried out on either side of the road as 
spccificd by BDA, as the plantation on either side of the road is not being properly carried out. 
He further added that the committee be formed with T V Ramachandra from IISc, Harani 
Nagendra from Azim Premji University , Yellappa Reddy and Suresh Hebbalikar. The EIA 
report, prepared by BDA, shall be submitted to the Committee. The Committee will review the 
report and make comments and recommendations on the impacts and mitigation measures. There 
has been no mention of tree transplantation in the project. He stated that he himself took 
initiative in saving 2000 trees in the Outer Ring Road Project. A study has to be carried out as to 
whether transplantation activities can be carried out as part of the PRR. 


He once again requested that all the relevant project documents be published in the public 
domain and that all the public concerns be answered. He informed that another public 
consultation would be carried out in the central part of the city and a paper notification would be 
issued in this regard. He stated that the public consultation be carried out in a constructive 
manner so that the public themselves do not question the project planned in the public interest. 


Shri S. A. Vijayakumar, Doddaballapur 

He welcomed all the officers, the public and the police officers gathered at the public 
consultation, He stated he was of the opinion that the public consultation is considered an 
Opportunity to understand the positive and negative aspects of the project or the correctness and 
Wrongness of the report. But BDA wouldn’t have conducted the public consultation if it weren’t 
a part of the legal system. He stated that, as somebody mentioned, the project was initiated 17 
years ago and even today it is still being initiated. As stated, the paper notification was published 
in the Hosa Digantha Newspaper and the notification was published by KSPCB as given by 
BDA, After 30 days, we have gathered here for the public consultation and were informed that 


the EIA Reports have been submitted to all departments and have been uploaded on the website. 
He expressed that he would be happy if the documents were available at all the departments as 
stated by the Environmental Officer, KSPCB. He informed them that he had submitted a request 
to two departments stating that he needed the project documents. When a request was submitted 
to the Regional Office, Byatarayanapura, they sent the project documents through speed post and 
thanked them as they had received them yesterday. He stated that it is to be noticed that the 
project documents have a lot of information and this is not the matter of one rupee or two rupees, 
nor the matter of 5-10 Lakhs required to purchase a site. It is a matter of >14000 crores and for 
that at least it needs so many pages. He also expressed that he had submitted a request to the 
MoEF&CC Regional Office seeking project documents and had not received them till today. 
When submitting a request, he was informed to deposit some amount to obtain the documents, 
but he did not receive the documents even after depositing the amount. 


The project materials are available on the KSPCB website, he said, adding that someone had 
requested that they be posted on the public domain. He was grateful that the project documents 
were made online by KSPCB. Although he claimed to be unrelated to the initiative, he expressed 
a desire to understand more about it. He told us that they had claimed that the project had 
received environmental approval on January 20, 2014, and that they had also appended that 
information to the report. The Deputy Commissioner must keep track of this. The National Green 
Tribunal then filed a complaint against the Environmental Clearance, which is included in the 
report's annexes. The Environmental Clearance is being withheld, according to the Hon'ble NGT, 
because the information provided in the report is four years old. The Honorable NGT ordered 
that further research be done as soon as possible. Here, it is important to note that the Honorable 
NGT ordered new research to be conducted for the PRR, whose length is 65.5 km. The BDA 
disputed the ruling at the Supreme Court when it was issued a judgment against it. While the 
Supreme Court case was still pending, the BDA as a precaution drafted a second report and 
submitted it to the SEIAA, Karnataka, which is under the authority of the State Government. It 
should be noted that BDA filed a new application while the Supreme Court case is still pending, 


Additionally, on August 18, 2020, during the COVID-19 epidemic, they organize a public 
consultation for the first time, and they do so at a venue further away than the previous one, 
Nityotsava Kalyana Mantapa in Singanayakanahalli. Even on that day, there weren't many 
civilians there, and Mr. Vijay Nishanth came from a different part of Bangalore to the 
consultation in question about whether it would actually take place or not. He was grateful for 
the enthusiasm for the Public Consultation, He felt dissatisfied with himself for handing the 
Deputy Commissioner his objections during the prior public consultation. 


Then-Deputy Commissioner further said that a thorough investigation will be conducted in this 
regard. In the midst of all of this, a webinar was also held online; consider the necessary 
resources and webinar attendees; in contrast, the physical public consultation had a fairly small 
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number of attendees. He put in a protest against holding an online public consultation. That, 
however, was also done. He stated that he did not participate in the webinar because it was held 
on the Zoom Platform. He questioned how BDA, a government entity, could plan a meeting 
utilizing the Zoom platform when the government has outlawed the use of the Zoom application. 
In the midst of this, the High Court was told not to publish the proceedings when the online 
webinar was contested by the public, 7 


The general public has asked Shri, Vijayakumar to briefly address the general public. Shri. 
Vijayakumar said that he was only speaking briefly and said that if they weren't aware of these 
concerns, they wouldn't understand. He said he wasn't only here to say whether he agreed with 
the project or not. He came here and said that because everything was done legally, we have to 
respond by talking about the legal issues. 


He also expressed his gratitude for included all the documents in the report. On the Diaz, he told 
the officials present that he would cease talking about the problems if they asked him to, He 
stated that the EIA Notification had been broken and that the Public Consultation was unlawful. 
He said that according to the EIA Notification of 2006 and its later changes, the EIA report had 
been created. However, the EIA report makes no mention of them. 


He cited Clause 2 of Schedule 2 from the EIA Notification and said that BDA had not followed 
the site preparation and implementation schedule. As mentioned in Schedule 6, the BDA has not 
explicitly declared that this alignment for the PRR has been intended. The BDA Act must 
contain specific regulations that must also be followed. According to him, a government order or 
administrative approval for 2567.22 Acres was issued on February 21, 2022, in accordance with 
Annexure 10 of the EIA report. There is no indication of its price, process, or legal application, 
though. 


In the middle of this, the general public asked Shri. Vijaykumar to speak plainly because there 
ure so many individuals who want to voice their concerns at the Public Consultation. He said that 
once everyone had finished speaking, he would speak at the conclusion. Additionally, the BDA 
Commissioner requested that Shri. Vijaykumar provide all of his statements in writing so that 
they may be followed. In response, Shri, Vijaykumar said he had previously expressed his 
worries about the project on a written form at a public consultation, but he had hot yet received a 
response. 


He went on to say that the approved Consultants! NABET Certificates are no longer valid as of 
July 5, 2022, and that they are thus not permitted to present the project on that day. In response, 
Dr. Santhosh Kumar T. M., a representative of M/s Environmental Health & Safety Consultants 
Pvt. Ltd., told Shri. Vijayakumar that a fresh Certificate with a validity of 2024 had been issued 
by NABET following the submission of a draught EIA to KSPCB and offered to submit it. Since 
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it wasn't stated in the Report, Shri. Vijayakumar instructed him that he should inquire about the 
Certificate's validity. 


He said that the Land Acquisition Officer had provided a map that was readily available when an 
application was submitted in accordance with the Notification that the BDA had issued regarding 
the Missing Links. He said that they did not have a map that had been approved by the Urban 
Development. He therefore went to the BDA Commissioner to get all the information he needed 
in this regard. However, SLAO advised the party making the appeal that the land acquisition 
procedure was ongoing and that all information will be released after it was finished. He 
questioned why, after submitting his appeal to the Commissioner, BDA, the SLAO responded. 
Even after being asked if the administrative approval for the land acquisition had been given to 
the Urban Development Department, it was stated that all three notifications—for the missing 
links, the Nice integration, and the Shigehalli alternative—had been given, according to the 
report. The report allegedly has been changed in accordance with the Notificati ons, nevertheless. 


He stated that BDA has issued Notification regarding the Missing Links and when an application 
was submitted, the Land Acquisition Officer has issued an available map as per the Notification. 
He stated that a map approved by the Urban Development was not available with them. Hence, 
he approached BDA Commissioner for obtaining complete details in this regard. However, when 
an appeal was submitted it was informed that by SLAO that the Land Acquisition process was 
under progress and the complete details will be provided upon completion of Land Acquisition. 
He questioned as to why the SLAO answered his appeal when it was submitted to the 
Commissioner, BDA. Even when questioned if the Administrative approval has been submitted 
to the Urban Development Department pertaining to the land acquisition it was informed that all 
3 notifications were submitted for the missing links, Nice integration and Shigehalli alternative 
as per the report. However, it is said that the report has been revised as per the Notifications. 


He expressed that he is also a farmer and he has left all his works to attend this Public 
Consultation and that everyone has hundreds of works and have made time to attend this 
meeting. He stated that as per Schedule 1 and 2, the proposed project falls under Category A. As 
agreed by BDA, they have submitted the application to SEIAA, Karnataka saying that the project 
doesn’t attract the condition and does not find its place in schedule 7(f)- Roads & Highways. As 
stated by BDA, as identified by the CPCB Critically Polluted Arcas namely Jigani and Peenya 
Industrial Area lies close to the project site. 


He expressed that, today BDA states that the proposed PRR passes through TG Halli Catchment 
Area for about 26.9 kin. However, previously, it. was only 16 km which passed through TG Halli 
Catchment Area. They also Say that there are no Protected Areas. But, all these are 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas as per EIA notification, 2006. However, all this has been 
ignored and the application has been submitted to SEIAA, Karnataka. 
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He expressed that, if they are really considered as Environmental Consultants, they should have 
given proper information and submitted the application to the Central Government, But they 
have submitted the application to the State Government just because it is present here and it is 
easily approachable, 


BDA has taken advantage of the Hon'ble Supreme Court Stating to prepare a-fresh ELA report 
and submitted at the earliest, They are once again making a mistake made during 2014 by 
submitting the proposal to SEIAA, Karnataka. The project does not fall under the jurisdiction of 
SEIAA, Karnataka. For example, the respected Deputy Commissioner’s jurisdiction falls within 
Bangalore Urban District and our Deputy Commissioner cannot take the chairmanship for any 
other Public Consultation being conducted at Bangalore Rural District. Similarly, the SEIAA, 
Karnataka can accept only category B proposals and not for the projects attracting General 
conditions, 


DA had submitted a clarification letter to MoEF&CC stating that BDA has prepared a fresh 
IA report and submitted to KSPCB for conducting Public Consultation prior to issue of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement and sought suggestions from the MoEF&CC. In this 
clarification, BDA has themselves accepted that the project attracts General Conditions. In 
response to this, MoEF&CC states that the project falls under category A as per EIA 
Notification, 2006; however, the SEIAA, Karnataka shall transfer the proposal to MoEF&CC if 
it finds all the conditions as satisfactory. This means that the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement 
is not applicable to the MoEF&CC. He stated that after he gave a letter in written during the last 
public consultation BDA. has Submitted the clarification letter to MoEF&CC. If I hadnot 
questioned that day, BDA wouldn’t have approached MoEF&CC in this regard. He further 
questioned as to why BDA didn’t withdraw the proposal from SEIAA, Karnataka and submit a 
fresh application to MoEF&CC. 


Amidst all this, BDA has taken approvals for amendment instead of just considering the earlier 
65 kin proposal. He questioned as to who gave them authority for considering the amendment for 
the PRR. The Court has also spoken about only 65 km and not about the additional length of 
totaling to 73.5 km. BDA has also taken up Dr. Shivaramakarantha Layout along PRR and many 
of the farmers have lost their lands to both these projects and few of them had filed a case at the 
Supreme Court. But, BDA has linked both the projects and taken up at the Supreme Court by 
Impleading and cleared the cases without submitting the proper details, This has to be observed 
by the Deputy Commissioner. 


The map of the Dr. K Shivaramakarantha Layout looks like a camel and the Jarakabandekaval 
RF is located at the neck part of the camel. Further, the both PRR and Shivaramakarantha layout 
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passes along the neck and tail parts of the camel. Therefore, the Supreme Court sought the details 
of both the projects. 


If we take a look at the toposheet, there are three patches of Jarakabandekaval RF alongside the 
project site. BDA hid the presence of the Jarakabandekaval RF in the upper portion to the 
Supreme Court and the Supreme Court issued its Judgement to go ahead with both the proposals. 
As per the Schedule 6, Land acquisition has to be carried out only after completion of Public 
Consultation, EIA report and obtaining Environmental Clearance. If this procedure is not 
followed it is considered as illegal and unauthorized law. 


As directed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court, BDA should prepare EIA for 65 km and not for 73.5 
km, He questioned as to who gave the authority to BDA to proceed with amendment to the 
proposal. This is illegal on part of BDA for not disclosing propoer factual details to the Supreme 
Court. BDA stated that the RoW is 100 m during the presentation; but they stated that it is 70 m 
at the Supreme Court. Hence, the Court considered that BDA does not require additional land 
and issued approval for 70 m RoW. He stated that the Supreme Court will reject the proposal if 
BDA state that the RoW is 100 m and without any concern they keep changing their words. BDA 
only stated the details favorable to them at the Supreme Court. 


In the EIA report it was earlier mentioned that the compensation will be provided as per the Land 
Acquisition Act, 2013 but in the presentation it is mentioned that the compensation will be 
provide as per BDA Act. At the supreme court, it was informed that the RoW is 70 m and in the 
presentation it is mentioned as 100 RoW. In the report, it is stated that Jand acquisition will be 
carried out in 67 villages and in the presentation it is mentioned as 78 villages. He assured the 
farmers that they need not have to worry about PRR as it can be withdrawn at any point of time 
as the report presented is a copy of the false data and it has been prepared by violating the law. 
There is no law that a person has to talk for only a specified time at the Public Consultation. As 
informed earlier, all my objections have been submitted in written format. He also expressed that 
he doesn’t understand as to why there are so many policemen at the public consultation. There 
are so many policemen rather than farmers. 


He concluded by saying that the project has not followed EIA Notification, 2006 , not followed 
BDA Act and as per Section 27 any project which has not been implemented in 5 years is 
considered to be dead. He stated that there is no respect for BDA even if they conduct 5 or 500 
Public Consultation. He also stated that this is just waste of time and money. Instead he 
requested that the money be utilized for any other good deeds. He expressed that he objects the 
project as it is illegal and clearly in violation of law. 
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5.Shri. V. Murali 

He stated that he has obtained a site at Karnataka Electricity Board Employees House Building 
Cooperative Society. He informed that he is retired and constructed a permanent house in which 
he is presently residing. As stated by Shri Vijaya Kumar, he informed that the land conversion 
has been completed 18 years ago under the jurisdiction of the then Deputy Commissioner and the 
same was distributed to everyone at the Society. All of them have been retired and there are so 
many permanent structures. After this, it was said that the road is 100 m wide and hence all the 
structures were constructed leaving a buffer of 100 feet. But, today they are stating that a new 
toll road is being proposed but nobody knows the length and width of the toll roads. Therefore, 
he requested the BDA officials to mark the boundary as there are so many people who are still 
constructing structures in that area and BDA has also issued NOC for carrying out construction 
activities in that area. No information in this regard has been provided to us by the Society and 
all of us have constructed our house and now BDA are about to destroy it. All of us are suffering 
in this regard. 


fle also expressed that they have been waiting since 18 years they have not received any 
compensation and all their houses are being destroyed. He informed that they have been waiting 
since 18 years and they don’t know how long they have to wait for the compensation. Amidst all 
this, farmers are conducting strike, BDA is publishing so many articles and notifications. He 
requested to state as to how much compensation will be provided by BDA for these permanent 
structures and mark the boundary within the Society at the earliest. 


6.Shri, Ramesh, Ramagondanahalli ‘i 

[le stated that he lost his lands for both PRR and Shivaramakarantha Layout. He expressed that 
there is no objective for the public consultation when the policemen arrested many farmers 
currying out strike in front of BDA yesterday. A lot of farmers were in police custody. He stated 
that even he participated in the fasting yesterday and today BDA is conducting the public 
consultation, This project has been started 18 years back when I was a child; today, our children 
hive grown up to that age and the project still hasn’t been implemented. Because of this, we are 
unable to fulfil our children’s desire. All the projects in Karnataka has a common law but the 
projects being implemented by BDA such as PRR and Shivaramakarantha Layout has a different 
law. l’or example, for the Chennai- Bangalore road project about 9 lakhs per Gunta is being 
provided, He expresses that why BDA doesn’t follow this guidelines, They say that the 
compensation will be given as per BDA Act, 1894. But he doesn’t understand if BDA stands for 
Bid and Development Authority or Bangalore Development Authority. He requested to look into 
luriners concerns because they have reached to a stage where they are losing their lives. 

A lot of land are present in Bangalore North Taluk, out of which BDA is taking’ over 3000 Acres 
for PRR and 3000 Acres for Shivarama Karantha Layout. He questioned that if this is the case 
how will the farmers survive. He questioned if BDA has completed any project on time. It has 
been 18 years since PRR started and 15 years since Shivaramakarantha Layout started and till 
today we haven’t received any compensation, Today we are not able sell 100 guntas of land to 
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carry out our children’s wedding. Some farmers have lost their lives due to health issues and 
diseases without being able to meet the hospital expenses. He exclaimed that the public 
consultation is being carried out illegally. As per 2014 report BDA stated that 12400 trees will be 
removed today the number of trees proposed for removal is 38600, He stated that they have not 
mentioned the number of trees proposed to be removed in the newly acquired land and the EIA 
report does not specify these details. He concluded by exclaiming that the public consultation 
being held today is illegal while there are so many farmers who have been arrested are in the 
custody of Adugodi Police Station. 


7.Smt. Lalitha, Doddagubbi 

She stated that their family moved to the place 15 years ago and there were not even grass in 
their lands. Their parents then planted 300 trees including Sapota(Chiku), Coconut and Mango 
trees each 100 numbers. She expressed that she has grown amongst these trees. Now, BDA is 
removing all my trees just because a road is passing on my trees and my land. She questioned as 
to who will benefit from this tree removal. There is no benefit in removing 3860 trees for the 
PRR and she requested to rethink over this. She wants to know how many trees are there in her 
land which will be removed and she requested to carry a tree census in this regatd. She expressed 
that their family has planted so many trees such as Lemon and flowering plants which are older 
than 15 years. She expressed that they had created a beautiful environment in their lands because 
of which they had a good health and reduced asthma conditions. 


She requested to carry out tree census and provide the details on number of trees, species along 
with their age so that the same would be displayed on the wall. She stated that she tried to 
estimate the trees but she was unsuccessful. Therefore, she stated that she is utilizing this 
Opportunity at the Public Consultation and submitting her request. She further, questioned 
regarding the utilization of the timber of the removed trees. She requested that this data be made 
available to public so that everyone would be aware of the same. She expressed that it is not only 
her thoughts and problems it is the thought of all the 10 Lakh people who are involved with the 
PRR. She further stated that the EIA report states that about 7.4 Lakh people will be affected by 
the project and the NABET consultants state that there are 18 BBMP Wards. But, the fact is that 
population of several wards has not been considered. She requested to take up the green belt 
development plan in a proper way and only because of the public pressure. 


os 


‘Shri, Narasimha Murthy K, P., Doddaballapur 

He greeted everyone and stated that BDA had already removed a lot of trees along 
Doddaballapur and Bellary road. He stated that there is not even a single Banyan or Peepal tree 
for the birds. They said they plant more trees but there are no trees to be found along the road 
from Yelahanka to Doddaballapur. Earlier fruit bearing trees were planted alongside the roads 
and now they plant some show shrubs, Now there are no food available for birds, In the earlier 
days, they used to construct bund like structures by making provisions for birds to drink water. 
Now, due to the PRR they are polluting water and the cattle feed will not even be eaten by Cows, 
He exclaimed that sparrows and pigeons are found nowhere these days. They informed only 4 
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Species of trees Proposed to be removed and they have not carried out detailed Study on the 
number of borewells falling within their lands along the PRR alignment. He exclaimed that this 
Project is of no benefit and that a road is passing along Dabaspet with 6 lanes, This PRR passes 
through villages with 45 toll plazas and questioned as to who will pay the toll, He questioned 
that they have to provide land and as well pay the toll. There is a limit and guidelines for the 
number of toll plazas, 


project which would create such a big impact on environment, He exclaimed that they say to 
plant so many trees and even if they plant they don’t even have the concern to water those trees, 
He stated that BDA kept quiet for 18 years and now they are providing the compensation as per 
BDA Act, 1894 and not as per Land Acquisition Act, 2013. This is an injustice to all of us and 
this project is not a benefit to us and the environment. 
9.Shri, Jayanth 

He expressed that his grandfather and father were farmers and he is algo a son of a farmer, He 
Stated that his grandfather received a notice from BDA but today he is attending the Public 
Consultation which shows that this project has been delayed since so many years, Yesterday, 


the youth these days. Youth like us come back here to be farmers but BDA officials take our 
lands and leave us with nothing which is shameful on their part. 


The Deputy Commissioner and Chairman of the District Environment Public Hearing 
Committee, Bengaluru Urban concluded that all the views expressed by the participants have 
been recorded and will be complied for further action. The Deputy Commissioner thanked 
everyone for participating in the Public Consultation and expressing their views, 
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COMPLIANCE TO PROCEEDINGS OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEARING HELD ON 
13.07.2022 


1. 


COMPLIANCE TO THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEARING 
HELD ON 13.07.2022. 


ROR KKK 


Shri, Venkatesh, Kogilu 


He expressed his gratitude to the Deputy Commissioner, Bangalore Urban and all the officials of 
BDA, KSPCB present in the Environmental Public hearing. He stated that the PRR was earlier 65.04 
km and now it has extended its length up to 73.50 km. As known to everyone, the proposed project 
involves removal of 36,800 trees which leads to increase in Air and Noise and soil pollution. As a 
result of increase in pollution there is an impact on the human health. He expressed that fresh air 
and water is essential for every human being. He quoted an example stating that during COVID-19 
period we have all seen how people suffered due to shortage of Oxygen. Therefore, he opined that 
this project is not essential for all of us. This project was planned about 18 years ago and acquired 
the land long back from the Govt. Since then there has been no sign of implementation of this 
proposed project and there will be no sign of implementation in the future too. 


He also stated that there will be a huge negative impact on the surrounding Environmental and 
there will be decrease in the ground water table due to the removal of trees and this is a known 
factor to everyone. The farmers are facing problems due to decrease in groundwater level for many 
years and many farmers are conducting strikes against this project. The objective of the conducting 
Environmental Public Hearing is very good as it is organized to know the public views on this 
project. However, he expressed that the public doesn’t need this Proposed PRR and he is 100% not 
interested in the project nor in the removal of thousand trees because the requirement of fresh air 
and water is very important all. He expressed that there are so many technical ways to relieve 
traffic congestion such as widening of existing roads and installing traffic signals which would 
relieve the traffic congestion in the present scenario in and around Bangalore city. There is no need 
to disturb the existing environment for creating a new PRR. Bangalore is known as Green City, 
however, the removal of the trees for the proposed project would create a negative impact on the 
environment and in the present scenario, all the roads in the Bangalore City have been converted to 
concrete roads which brings the name as “Pollution City” to in place of green City to Bangalore. He 
stated that BDA informed that all the farmers have expressed their consent towards the 
implementation of the Proposed PRR project; however, that is not true and all the farmers are 
100% objecting the implementation of the said project. He also questioned as to how the BDA came 
to the conclusion that we have agreed for the implementation of the said project. At the end he 
finally concluded his opinion by saying that they don’t need the PRR. 


Compliance: 


Negative response. 
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2. Shri. Narasimhamurthy, Venkatala 


He expressed his gratitude to all those public/Civilians present at the meeting, the Deputy 
Commissioner, Bengaluru Urban District and Shri. Rajesh, BDA Commissioner. He stated that BDA is 
aware of what is happening at BDA from past 17 years. He stated that our people know little about 
this PRR project and conveyed his thanks to Dr. Santhosh Kumar who has briefly explained about 
the proposed PRR project through presentation and concluded that, project will benefit the people 
of Bangalore City in a simple way but by implementing this PRR project lot of people have lost their 
land and houses. He stated that Project proponents have visited every house and collected their 
opinions/views; however, | am staying here since 17 years and not one BDA Officer have visited my 
house to know the opinion about this project. Even after, when we visit the BDA Office, there is 
always a very high security outside their office and they say that the BDA Commissioner is busy in a 
meeting and ask us to come after 3PM. After 3PM if we go to meet him and they say that BDA 
Commissioner is gone for meeting. There is huge impact on the surrounding environment due to 
removal of trees for the project. The Proposed PRR passes through the Thippagondanahalli 
Catchment Area for about 20 km which would affect the water in the Catchment Area thereby 
causing pollution. Presently, Bangalore City is receiving water from T G Halli Catchment Area and 
by implementing the proposed project leads to pollution of that water in the T G Halli Catchment 
Area. 


He expressed that it is very unfortunate that the officials stated that all the farmers have provided 
their consent for the implementation of the project. The Central Government has introduced the 
Land Acquisition Act, 2013 in order to provide justice to all the Civilians/farmers; however, BDA has 
introduced their own Act and are providing compensation as per their wish. Upon approaching the 
Commissioner, BDA regarding the compensation, it was informed that the value of land at 
Kalthammanahalli is 3.5 to 4 Lakhs per Acre. However, the present market value per acre is 3 
Crores. The farmer cannot even purchase a site in the surroundings of Yelahanka which costs about 
30 Lakhs, The compensation of 3 to 4 Lakhs provided by BDA is not at all sufficient for us to 
purchase even a single site anywhere. The farmer has nowhwere to go in with such a situation. He 
humbly expressed in the presence of all the Officers that the project will benefit to all the farmers, 
civilians and the public only when the compensation is provided as per the Land Acquisition Act, 
2013 and therefore the justice will be provided to everyone. 


He also stated that some influential personnel had made a request to BDA to shift the alignment as 
he had purchased some land along the proposed alignment and accordingly BDA shifted the 
alignment. As per the proposed PRR project 2017 Plan, about 6 houses were to be demolished and 
now due to the shift in the road alignment about 23 houses are to be demolished. He expressed that 
in this way BDA keeps on changing or shifting the alignment as per their wish only for the sake of 
Officer of Higher Rank or influential personnel. We also have documentation in this regard and 
questioned as to how the public will be benefitted by the project with such situations. 


He stated that BDA doesn’t have enough financial support for the implementation of the project and 
therefore, BDA is approaching more influential people for financial support. It is hopeless on the 
part of BDA. He stated that if BDA has the thought of public welfare they will first provide the 


3, 


compensation and then implement the project. He expressed that, if BDA provide compensation as 
per BDA Act, 1894 no farmer will accept the proposal and hence, they don’t want the project to be 
implemented. There is only Real Estate business in the implementation of this project happening. If 
the project was to be implemented properly, it would have not taken all these years to proceed with 
the project. He expressed that, earlier the cost of the project was 550 crores In 2005. now, the 
project cost has been elevated to 2000 Crores; and the Elected Representatives and the Officers at 
higher rank may be responsible for this. Any project has to be implemented in the same year as the 
planning was done; only then, the project cost will be minimal and feasible. It would also be 
beneficial to the public. He concluded that the project has taken so many years to be implemented 
and it is better to leave the project at this stage only and not proceed with the implementation. 


Negative response. The Hon’ble Supreme Court vide its Judgement dt:20.01.2022 clarified 
that since LA Act has been incorporated into the BDA Act so far as they are applicable, the 
provisions of 2013 Act are not applicable for the acquisitions made under the BDA Act. Thus, 
BDA vide Government Order no. UDD 214 MNJ 2018 Bangalore dt: 21.02.2022, the land 
acquisition activities and compensation process will be carried out as per the Judgement of 
the Hon'ble Supreme Court or as decided by the Cabinet Ministry during Land Acquisition 
process. The Compensation will be paid as per the BDA Act, 1976 (as per the provisions of the 
Land Acquisition Act, 1894). 


Shri. Vijay Nishanth, Project Vruksha Foundation, Jayanagar South, Bengaluru 


He expressed his gratitude to all who are present at the meeting. He stated that as mentioned in the 
proposed project PPT, the number of trees proposed for removal is very large and questioned if 
there is any best possible way of changing the alignment so as to reduce the number of trees to be 
removed. He appreciated that it is a really good opportunity to see that such a Public Consultation 
has been organized in 7 years and that he has attended several Environmental and Public 
Consultations in the past. He also appreciated that the birds and other aspects studied at the project 
site had been presented in a good way. However, it is very sad that they have faced so many 
negative things due to the project. He also requested that the presentation and all the project 
related documents to be made available on online public platforms. He said that only a few people 
had attended the meeting. 


This meeting involves BDA and KSPCB, and it is related to entire Bengaluru City; hence, one more 
Environmental public hearing for same project meeting in Bengaluru Central has to be organized. 
He stated that he agreed with the farmers objecting to the implementation of the PRR. 


He stated that he has come here as an Environmentalist and that no Environmentalist would not 
provide their consent for the removal of so many trees. But, keeping in view of the development of 
the City, we need to provide land and support. He also expressed that he would stand by the farmers 
if there was any injustice caused to them by the project. He insisted that a Committee be created 
similar to that of the Steel Bridge wherein a Public Consultation was carried out upon submission of 
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request to the Hon'ble High Court and the details of the number of trees and species were provided 
as per the directions of the Hon’ble High Court. 


He further expressed that the plantation should be strictly carried out on either sides of the road as 
specified by BDA as the plantation on either sides of the roads is not being properly carried out. He 
further added that the Committee be formed with T V Ramachandra from IISc, Harani Nagendra 
from Azim Premji University, Yellappa Reddy and Suresh Hebbalikar. The EIA report prepared by 
BDA shall be submitted to the Committee. The Committee will review the Report and make 
comments and recommendation on the Impacts and Mitigation measures. There has been no 
mention of tree transplantation in the project. He stated that he himself took initiative in saving 
2000 trees in the Outer Ring Road Project. A study has to be carried out as to whether 
transplantation activities can be carried out as part of the PRR. 


He once again requested that all the relevant project documents be published in the public domain 
and that all the public concerns be answered. He informed that another Public Consultation would 
be carried out in the central part of the City and a paper notification would be issued in this regard. 
He stated that the Public Consultation be carried out in a constructive manner so that the public 
themselves do not question the project planned with public interest. 


Compliance: 


The total of 36,824 trees were recorded within the 100 RoW of the proposed 73.5 km length 
PRR alignment. The proposed alignment has been finalized keeping in view of reducing the 
number of trees proposed for removal. Out of which, there is a possibility of retaining 4,649 
trees and about 2,597 trees are proposed for transplantation based on their social values 
and girth size. Further, plantation of trees in the ratio 1:10 will be implemented in the 
proposed 5m green space on either sides and the remaining trees will also be planted in 
areas designated by Karnataka Forest Department by entering a MoU. The details of trees 
recorded within the proposed 100 m RoW is presented in Annexure 21 of the EIA Report. 


Tree plantation will be carried out in two rows within the available (5m x 2) green space as 
per the guidelines of National Green Highways Policy, 2015. The distance from embankment 
to RoW I will be 1m and distance between the trees will be 3 m. The distance from 
embankment to RoW II will be 4m and the distance between the trees in the Row II will be 6 
mand the same will be maintained on the other side of the Road. 


All the relevant project documents (soft copies) viz., Revised Draft EIA/EMP Report along 
with English and Kannada Executive Summaries have been published in KSPCB portal prior 
to the Environmental Public Consultation. The hard copies of the reports were also made 
available at respective Tahsildhar’s Office, Regional Offices, Gram Panchayaths, ward 
offices, municipal councils, etc. 


Mem 


As per the EIA Notification, 2006 and its subsequent amendments, the KSPCB published 
about the Environmental Public Hearing in the Kannada Daily newspaper “Hosa Digantha” 
and English Daily newspaper “The Hindu” on 12.06.2022 regarding the project by inviting 
the responses orally/writing/e-mail to KSPCB/Chairman, District Environmental Public 
Hearing Committee, Bengaluru Urban District from the concerned persons having plausible 
stake in the environmental aspects of the project or activity within 30 days from the date of 
publication of the paper notification. Therefore, the Environmental Public Consultation was 
conducted in a constructive manner on 13.07.2022 as per the EIA Notification, 2006 and its 
subsequent amendments. 


Further, in view of COVID-19 pandemic situation and the directions of the Hon’ble High Court 
judgement dt: 23.02.2021, a total of three public consultations including two physical 
consultations (18.08.2020 and 13.07.2022) and one virtual consultation (23.09.2020) was 
carried out as per the guidelines issued by MoEF&CC and EIA Notification, 2006 and its 
subsequent amendments. 


Shri. A. Vijayakumar, Doddaballapur 


He welcomed all the Officers, the Public and the Police Officers gathered at the Public Consultation. 
He stated he was of the opinion that the Public Consultation is considered an opportunity to 
understand the positive and negative aspects of the project or the correctness and wrongness of the 
report. But BDA wouldn't have conducted the Public Consultation if it weren’t a part of the legal 
system. He stated that as somebody mentioned the project was initiated 17 years ago and even 
today it is still being initiated. As stated, the paper notification was published in the Hosa Digantha 
Newspaper and the notification was published by KSPCB as given by BDA. Now after 30 days, we 
have gathered here for the public consultation and were informed that the EIA Reports have been 
submitted to all Departments and have been uploaded on the website. He expressed that he would 
be happy if the documents were available at all the Departments as stated by the Environmental 
Officer, KSPCB. He informed them that he had submitted a request to two Departments stating that 
he needed the project documents. When a request was submitted to the Regional Office, 
Byatarayanapura, they sent the project documents through speed post and thanked them as they 
had received them yesterday. He stated that it is to be noticed that the project documents have a lot 
of information and this is not the matter of One Rupee or Two Rupees nor the matter of 5-10 Lakhs 
required to purchase a site. It is the matter of >14000 Crores and for that at least it needs so many 
pages. He also expressed that he had submitted a request to the MoEF&CC Regional Office seeking 
project documents and had not received them till today. When submitted a request, he was 
informed to deposit some amount to obtain the documents, but he did not receive the documents 
even after depositing the amount. 


The project materials are available on the KSPCB website, he said, adding that someone had 
requested that they be posted on the public domain. He was grateful that the project documents 
were made online by KSPCB. Although he claimed to be unrelated to the initiative, he expressed a 
desire to understand more about it. He told us that they had claimed that the project had received 
environmental approval on January 20, 2014, and that they had also appended that information to 
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the report. The Deputy Commissioner must keep track of this. The National Green Tribunal then 
filed a complaint against the Environmental Clearance, which is included in the report annexes. The 
Environmental Clearance is being withheld, according to the Hon'ble NGT, because the information 
provided in the report is four years old. The Hon’ble NGT ordered that further research be done as 
soon as possible. Here, it is important to note that the Honorable NGT ordered new research to be 
conducted for the PRR, whose length is 65.5 km. The BDA disputed the ruling at the Supreme Court 
when it was issued a judgment against it. While the Supreme Court case was still pending, the BDA 
as a precaution drafted a second report and submitted it to the SEIAA, Karnataka, which is under 
the authority of the State Government. It should be noted that BDA filed a new application while the 
Supreme Court case is still pending. 


Additionally, on August 18, 2020, during the COVID-19 epidemic, they Organize a Public 
Consultation for the first time, and they do so at a venue further away than the previous one, 
Nityotsava Kalyana Mantapa in Singanayakanahalli. Even on that day, there weren't many civilians 
there and Mr. Vijay Nishanth came from a different part of Bangalore to the Consultation in 
question about whether it would actually take place or not. He was grateful for the enthusiasm for 
the Public Consultation. He felt dissatisfied with himself for handing the Deputy Commissioner his 
objections during the prior public consultation. 


Then Deputy Commissioner further said that a thorough investigation will be conducted in this 
regard, In the midst of all this, a webinar was also held online; consider the necessary resources and 
webinar attendees; in contrast the physical public consultation had a fairly small number of 
attendees. He put in a protest against holding an online public consultation. That however, was also 
done. He stated that he did not participate in the webinar because it was held on the Zoom 
Platform. He questioned how BDA, a government entity, could plan a meeting utilizing the Zoom 
platform when the government has outlawed the use of the Zoom application. In the midst of this, 
the High Court was told not to publish the proceedings when the online webinar was contested by 
the public. 


The general public has asked Shri. Vijayakumar to briefly address the public. Shri. Vijayakumar said 
that he was only speaking briefly and said that if they weren't aware of these concerns, they 
wouldn't understand. He said he wasn't only here to say whether he agreed with the project or not. 
He come here and said that because everything was done legally, we have to respond by talking 
about the legal issues. 


He also expressed his gratitude for including all the documents in the report. On the Diaz, he told 
the officials present that he would cease talking about the problems if they asked him to, He stated 
that the EIA Notification had been broken and that the Public Consultation was unlawful. He said 
that according to the EIA Notification, 2006 and its later changes, the EIA report had been created. 
However, the EIA report makes no mention of them. 


He cited Clause 2 of Schedule-2 from the EIA Notification and said that BDA had not followed the 
site preparation and implementation schedule. As mentioned in Schedule 6, the BDA has not 


explicitly declared that this alignment for the PRR has been intended. The BDA Act must contain 
specific regulation that must also be followed. According to him, a government order or 
administrative approval for 2567.22 Acres was issued on February 21, 2020, in accordance with 
Annexure 10 of the EIA report. There is no indication of its price, process, or legal application, 
though. 


In the middle of this, the general public asked Shri. Vijaykumar to speak plainly because there are so 
many individuals who want to voice their concerns at the Public Consultation. He said that once 
everyone had finished speaking, he would speak at the conclusion. Additionally, the BDA 
Commissioner requested that Shri. Vijaykumar provide all of his statements in writing so that they 
may be followed. In response, Shri. Vijaykumar said he had previously expressed his worries about 
the project on a written form at a public consultation, but he had not yet received a response. 


He went on to say that the approved Consultants NABET Certificate are no longer valid as of July 5, 
2022, and that they are thus not permitted to present the project on that day. In response, Dr. 
Santhosh Kumar T M, a representative of M/s Environmental Health & Safety Consultants Pvt. Ltd. 
told Shri. Vijayakumar that a fresh Certificate with a validity up to 2024 had been issued by NABET 
following the submission of a draft EIA to KSPCB and offered to submit it. Since it wasn’t stated in 
the Report, Shri. Vijayakumar instructed him that he should inquire about the Certificate's validity. 


He said that the Land Acquisition Officer had provided a map that was readily available when an 
application was submitted in accordance with the Notification that the BDA had issued regarding 
the Missing Link. He said that they did not have a map that had been approved by the Urban 
Development. He therefore went to the BDA Commissioner to get all the information he needed in 
this regard. However, SLAO advised the party making the appeal that the Land Acquisition 
procedure was ongoing and that all information will be released after it was finished. He questioned 
why, after submitting his appeal to the Commissioner, BDA, the SLAO responded. Even after being 
asked if the administrative approval for the land acquisition had been given to the Urban 
Development Department, it was stated that all three notifications-for the missing links, the Nice 
integration, and the Shigehalli alternative-had been given, according to the reports. The report 
allegedly has been changed in accordance with the Notifications, nevertheless. 


He stated that BDA has issued Notification regarding the Missing Links and when an application 
was submitted, the Land Acquisitions Officer has issued an available map as per the Notification. He 
stated that a map approved by the Urban Development was not available with them. Hence, he 
approached BDA Commissioner for obtaining complete details in this regard. However, when an 
appeal was submitted it was informed that by SLAO that the Land Acquisition process was under 
progress and the complete details will be provided upon when it was submitted to the 
Commissioner, BDA. Even when questioned if the Administrative approval has been submitted to the 
Urban Development Department pertaining to the land acquisition it was informed that all 3 
notifications were submitted for the missing links, Nice integration and Shigehalli alternative as per 
the report. However, it is said that the report has been revised as per the Notifications. 
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He expressed that he is also a farmer and he has left all his works to attend this Public Consultation 
and that everyone has hundreds of works and have made time to attend this meeting. He stated that 
as per Schedule 1 and 2, the proposed project falls under Category A. As agreed by BDA, they have 
submitted the application to SEIAA, Karnataka saying that the project doesn’t attract the condition 
and does not find its place in schedule 7(f)- Roads & Highways. As stated by BDA, as identified by the 
CPCB Critically Polluted Areas namely Jigani and Peenya Industrial Area lies close to the project 
site. 


He expressed that, today BDA states that the proposed PRR passes through TG Halli Catchment Area 
for about 26.9 km. However, previously, it was only 16 km which passed through TG Halli 
Catchment Area. They also say that there are no Protected Areas and all these are Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas as per EIA notification, 2006. However, all this has been ignored and the application 
has been submitted to SEIAA, Karnataka. 


He expressed that, if they are really considered as Environmental Consultants, they should have 
given proper information and submitted the application to the Central Government. But they have 
submitted the application to the State Government just because it is present here and is easily 
approachable. 


BDA has taken advantage of the Hon'ble Supreme Court stating that a fresh EIA report and 
submitted at the earliest. They are once again making a mistake made during 2014 by submitting 
the proposal to SEIAA, Karnataka. The project does not fall under the jurisdiction of SEIAA, 
Karnataka. For example, the respected Deputy Commissioner's jurisdiction falls within Bangalore 
Urban District and our Deputy Commissioner cannot take the chairmanship for any other Public 
Consultation being conducted at Bangalore Rural District. Similarly, the SEIAA, Karnataka can 
accept only category B proposals and not for the projects attracting General conditions. 


BDA had submitted a clarification letter to MoEF&CC stating that BDA has prepared a fresh EIA 
report and submitted to KSPCB for conducting Public Consultation prior to issue of the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court Judgement and sought suggestions from the MoEF&CC. In this clarification, BDA has 
themselves accepted that the project attracts General Conditions. In response to this, MoEF&CC 
states that the project falls under category A as per EIA Notification, 2006; however, the SEIAA, 
Karnataka shall transfer the proposal to MoEF&CC if it finds all the conditions satisfactory. This 
means that the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement is not applicable to the MoEF&CC. He stated that 
after he gave a letter in written during the last public consultation BDA has submitted the 
clarification letter to MoEF&CC. if I had not questioned that day, BDA wouldn't have approached 
MoEF&CC in this regard. He further questioned as to why BDA didn’t withdraw the proposal from 
SEIAA, Karnataka and submit a fresh application to MoEF&CC. 


Amidst all this, BDA has taken approvals for amendment instead of just considering the earlier 65 
km proposal. He questioned as to who gave them authority for considering the amendment for the 
PRR. The Court has also spoken about only 65 km and not about the additional length totaling to 
73.5 km. BDA has also taken up Dr. Shivaramakarantha Layout along PRR and many of the farmers 


have lost their lands to both these projects and few of them had filed a case at the Supreme Court. 
But, BDA has linked both the projects and taken up at the Supreme Court by Impleading and cleared 
the cases without submitting the proper details. This has to be observed by the Deputy 
Commissioner. 


The map of the Dr. K Shivaramakarantha Layout looks like a camel and the Jarakabandekaval RF is 
located at the neck part of the camel. Further, the both PRR and Shivaramakarantha layout passes 
along the neck and tail parts of the camel. Therefore, the Supreme Court sought the details of both 
the projects. 


If we take a look at the toposheet, there are three patches of Jarakabandekaval RF alongside the 
project site. BDA hid the presence of the Jarakabandekaval RF in the upper portion at the Supreme 
Court and the Supreme Court issued its Judgement to go ahead with both the proposals. As per the 
Schedule 6, Land acquisition has to be carried out only after completion of Public Consultation, EIA 
report and obtaining Environmental Clearance. If this procedure is not followed it is considered as 
illegal and unauthorized law. 


As directed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court, BDA should prepare EIA for 65 km and not for 73.5 km. 
He questioned as to who gave the authority to BDA to proceed with amendment to the proposal. 
This is illegal on part of BDA for not disclosing proper factual details to the Supreme Court. BDA 
stated that the RoW is 100 m during the presentation; but they stated that it is 70 m at the Supreme 
Court. Hence, the Court considered that BDA does not require additional land and issued approval 
for 70 m RoW. He stated that the Supreme Court will reject the proposal if BDA state that the ROW 
is 100 m and without any concern they keep changing their words. BDA only stated the details 
favorable to them at the Supreme Court. 


In the EIA report it was earlier mentioned that the compensation will be provided as per the Land 
Acquisition Act, 2013 but in the presentation it is mentioned that the compensation will be provide 
as per BDA Act. At the supreme court, it was informed that the RoW is 70 m and in the presentation 
it is mentioned as 100 RoW. In the report, it is stated that land acquisition will be carried out in 67 
villages and in the presentation, it is mentioned as 78 villages. He assured the farmers that they 
need not have to worry about PRR as it can be withdrawn at any point of time as the report 
presented is a copy of the false data and it has been prepared by violating the law. There is no law 
that a person has to talk for only a specified time at the Public Consultation. As informed earlier, all 
my objections have been submitted in written format. He also expressed that he doesn’t understand 
as to why there are so many policemen at the public consultation. There are so many policemen 
rather than farmers. 


He concluded by saying that the project has not followed EIA Notification, 2006, not followed BDA 
Act and as per Section 27 any project which has not been implemented in 5 years is considered to be 
dead. He stated that there is no respect for BDA even if they conduct 5 or 500 Public Consultation. 
He also stated that this is just waste of time and money. Instead he requested that the money be 


utilized for any other good deeds. He expressed that he objects the project as it is illegal and clearly 
in violation of law. 


Compliance: 


Negative response. About 20.9 km of the proposed PRR passes through TG Halli catchment 
area and this change (13.65 km to 20.9 km) in length within catchment area is due to 
inclusion of NICE integration for which corrigendum to ToRs has been issued by KSEIAA on 
25.02.2022. Section 1.4 of the EIA report clearly suggests the environmentally sensitive 
aspects with respect to the PRR project. 


The MoEF&CC in its letter dt: 04.12.2020 stated that the proponent shall approach 
SEAC/SEIAA as per the directions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court and if they are satisfied with 
the applicability of general conditions they may transfer the proposal to the Ministry. In 
view of this, BDA has approached the SEIAA/SEAC for transfer of file to MoEF&CC and the 
Final EIA/EMP Report has been submitted to the Ministry for further appraisal and 
approval. 


The amendment to ToRs or Corrigendum to ToRs has been obtained as per the provisions of 
the EIA Notification, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. Further, the compensation will 
be provided as per the Judgement dt:20.01.2022 issued by the Hon’ble Supreme Court and 
clarified that since LA Act has been incorporated into the BDA Act so far as they are 
applicable, the provisions of 2013 Act are not applicable for the acquisitions made under the 
BDA Act. Therefore, the Compensation will be paid as per the BDA Act, 1976 (as per the 
provisions of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894). 


Shri, V. Murali 


He stated that he has obtained a site at Karnataka Electricity Board Employees House Building 
Cooperative Society. He informed that he is retired and constructed a permanent house in which he 
is presently residing. As stated by Shri Vijaya Kumar, he informed that the land conversion has been 
completed 18 years ago under the jurisdiction of the then Deputy Commissioner and the same was 
distributed to everyone at the Society. All of them have been retired and there are so many 
permanent structures. After this, it was said that the road is 100 m wide and hence all the 
structures were constructed leaving a buffer of 100 feet. But, today they are stating that a new toll 
road is being proposed but nobody knows the length and width of the toll roads. Therefore, he 
requested the BDA officials to mark the boundary as there are so many people who are still 
constructing structures in that area and BDA has also issued NOC for carrying out construction 
activities in that area. No information in this regard has been provided to us by the Society and all 
of us have constructed our house and now BDA are about to destroy it. All of us are suffering in this 
regard. 


He also expressed that they have been waiting since 18 years they have not received any 
compensation and all their houses are being destroyed. He informed that they have been waiting 
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since 18 years and they don’t know how long they have to wait for the compensation. Amidst all 
this, farmers are conducting strike, BDA is publishing so many articles and notifications, He 
requested to state as to how much compensation will be provided by BDA for these permanent 
structures and mark the boundary within the Society at the earliest. 


The land acquisition activities and compensation process will be carried out as per the 
Judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court or as decided by the Cabinet Ministry during Land 
Acquisition process. The Compensation will be paid as per the BDA Act, 1976 (as per the 
provisions of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894). 


Shri. Ramesh, Ramagondanahalli 


He stated that he lost his lands for both PRR and Shivaramakarantha Layout. He expressed that 
there is no objective for the public consultation when the policemen arrested many farmers 
carrying out strike in front of BDA yesterday. A lot of farmers were in police custody. He stated that 
even he participated in the fasting yesterday and today BDA is conducting the public consultation. 
This project has been started 18 years back when I was a child; today, our children have grown up 
to that age and the project still hasn’t been implemented. Because of this, we are unable to fulfil our 
children’s desire. All the projects in Karnataka has a common law but the projects being 
implemented by BDA such as PRR and Shivaramakarantha Layout has a different law. For example, 
for the Chennai- Bangalore road project about 9 lakhs per Gunta is being provided. He expresses 
that why BDA doesn’t follow this guideline. They say that the compensation will be given as per BDA 
Act, 1894, But he doesn’t understand if BDA stands for Bid and Development Authority or Bangalore 
Development Authority. He requested to look into farmers concerns because they have reached to a 
stage where they are losing their lives. 


A lot of lands are present in Bangalore North Taluk, out of which BDA is taking over 3000 Acres for 
PRR and 3000 Acres for Shivarama Karantha Layout. He questioned that if this is the case how will 
the farmers survive. He questioned if BDA has completed any project on time. It has been 18 years 
since PRR started and 15 years since Shivaramakarantha Layout started and till today we haven't 
received any compensation. Today we are not able sell 100 guntas of land to carry out our 
children’s wedding. Some farmers have lost their lives due to health issues and diseases without 
being able to meet the hospital expenses. He exclaimed that the public consultation is being carried 
out illegally. As per 2014 report BDA stated that 12400 trees will be removed today the number of 
trees proposed for removal is 38600. He stated that they have not mentioned the number of trees 
proposed to be removed in the newly acquired land and the EIA report does not specify these details. 
He concluded by exclaiming that the public consultation being held today is illegal while there are 
so many farmers who have been arrested in the custody of Adugodi Police Station. 
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Negative response. The total of 36,824 trees were recorded within the 100 RoW of the 
proposed 73.5 km length PRR alignment. This number is inclusive of the newly acquired 
land. The proposed alignment has been finalized keeping in view of reducing the number of 
trees proposed for removal. Out of which, there is a possibility of retaining 4,649 trees and 
about 2,597 trees are proposed for transplantation based on their social values and girth 
size. 


Smt. Lalitha, Doddagubbi 


She stated that their family moved to the place 15 years ago and there were not even grass in their 
lands. Their parents then planted 300 trees including Sapota (Chiku), Coconut and Mango trees 
with each 100 numbers. She expressed that she has grown amongst these trees. Now, BDA is 
removing all my trees just because a road is passing on my trees and my land. She questioned as to 
who will benefit from this tree removal. There is no benefit in removing 3860 trees for the PRR and 
she requested to rethink over this. She wants to know how many trees are there in her land which 
will be removed and she requested to carry a tree census in this regard. She expressed that their 
family has planted so many trees such as Lemon and flowering plants which are older than 15 
years. She expressed that they had created a beautiful environment in their lands because of which 
they had a good health and reduced asthma conditions. 


She requested that to carry out tree census and provide the details on number of trees, species along 
with their age so that the same would be displayed on the wall. She stated that she tried to estimate 
the trees but she was unsuccessful. Therefore, she stated that she is utilizing this opportunity at the 
Public Consultation and submitting her request. She further, questioned regarding the utilization of 
the timber of the removed trees. She requested that this data be made available to public so that 
everyone would be aware of the same. She expressed that it is not only her thoughts and problems it 
is the thought of all the 10 Lakh people who are involved with the PRR. She further stated that the 
EIA report states that about 7.4 Lakh people will be affected by the project and the NABET 
consultants state that there are 18 BBMP Wards. But, the fact is that population of several wards 
have not been considered. She requested to take up the green belt development plan in a proper 
way and only because of the public pressure. 


Compliance: 


The total of 36,824 trees were recorded within the 100 RoW of the proposed 73.5 km length 
PRR alignment. Out of which, there is a possibility of retaining 4,649 trees and about 2,597 
trees are proposed for transplantation based on their social values and girth size. The 
details on chainage wise number of trees, species along with its Girth Size have been 
provided in Annexure -21. 


Further, the timber/wood of the removed trees shall be utilized for making furniture in 
Government Schools. Green belt development / Tree plantation will be carried out in two 
rows within the available (5m x 2) green space as per the guidelines of National Green 
Highways Policy, 2015. 
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Shri. Narasimha Murthy K. P., Doddaballapur 


He greeted everyone and stated that BDA had already removed a lot of trees along Doddaballapur 
and Bellary road. He stated that there is not even a single Banyan or Peepal tree for the birds. They 
said they plant more trees but there are no trees to be found along the road from Yelahanka to 
Doddaballapur. Earlier fruit bearing trees were planted alongside the roads and now they plant 
some show shrubs. Now there are no food available for birds. In the earlier days, they used to 
construct bund like structures by making provisions for birds to drink water. Now, due to the PRR 
they are polluting water and the cattle feed will not even be eaten by Cows. He exclaimed that 
sparrows and pigeons are found nowhere these days. They informed only 4 species of trees proposed 
to be removed and they have not carried out detailed study on the number of borewells falling 
within their lands along the PRR alignment. He exclaimed that this project is of no benefit and that 
a road is passing along Dabaspet with 6 lanes. This PRR passes through villages with 45 toll plazas 
and questioned as to who will pay the toll. He questioned that they have to provide land and as well 
pay the toll. There is a limit and guidelines for the number of toll plazas. 


Now, they have said that they will be acquiring additional land for the toll plazas and BDA is 
making changes to the original alignment as per their wish. If we question them in this regard they 
will lock us up in the police station. They issue NOC for people with higher ranks. He questioned why 
don’t they issue NOC to the common people. During COVID-19 pandemic situation a lot of them lost 
their lives and a lot of them are about to lose their lives because of this PRR. 


Nowadays, there is no sight of monkeys, sparrows and crows therefore, there is no need of such 
project which would create such a big impact on environment. He exclaimed that they say they 
plant so many trees and even if they plant they don’t even have the concern to water those trees. He 
stated that BDA kept quiet for 18 years and now they are providing the compensation as per BDA 
Act, 1894 and not as per Land Acquisition Act, 2013. This is an injustice to all of us and this project 
is not a benefit to us and the environment. 


Compliance: 


Negative response. The proposed project involves plantation of 3,68,240 in the proposed 5m 
green space on either sides and the remaining trees will also be planted in areas designated 
by Karnataka Forest Department by entering a MoU. The details of trees proposed for 
plantation is given in Annexure 21 of the EIA report and the it includes 30 tree species 
(n=3,68,240) including fruiting, flowering and ecologically viable species which are as per 
the Guidelines for the National Green Highways Policy 2015. This would benefit the birds 
and small mammals. In addition to this, maintenance of these trees including frequent 
monitoring and watering alongside the PRR will be carried out by BDA. 


Tree plantation will be carried out in two rows within the available (5m x 2) green space as 
per the guidelines of National Green Highways Policy, 2015. Further, checkdams, farm 
ponds, afforestation activities are also being carried out as part of Catchment Area 
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Treatment plan along with rejuvenation of 6 lakes which would provide water facilities for 
the avifauna along the project alignment. A total of 15 Toll plazas have been proposed along 
the 73.5 km length PRR Alignment. 


Shri. Jayanth 

He expressed that his grandfather and father were farmers and he is also a son of a farmer. He 
stated that his grandfather received a notice from BDA but today he is attending the Public 
Consultation which shows that this project has been delayed since so many years. Yesterday, when 
we went to BDA to question in this regard, they called up the policemen and locked us up in the 
Adugodi CRPF ground. He stated that he has come all the way from there this morning and 
whatever BDA is doing is violence. He questioned as to what message will this convey to the youth 
these days. Youth like us come back here to be farmers but BDA officials take our lands and leave us 
with nothing which is shameful on their parts. 


Compliance: 


Negative response. 
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COMPLIANCE TO COMMENTS / OBJECTIONS RECEIVED IN WRITTEN / E-MAIL 
TO KSPCB AND BDA 


1. M. Ramesh, District Coordinator and R Mahindra, Avalahalli Estate, Yelahanka Hobli, 
Bangalore North 


Obiection/ ; 
1*t Objection: Loss of tree cover 


As per the Forest Officer BDA’s RTI response to the numbers of trees that were listed for felling in 
24.04.2009 was 16685. 


How could the trees listed for felling in 2020 increase by double to 33838 on the very same alignment 
of the PRR 1? 


Kindly confirm the PRR1 alignment for which the draft EIA studies 2020 was conducted is the same 
PRR1 alignment as it was in 2007? 


(Refer to point 3.2 page 6 of the Executive Summary of the draft EIA report) 


Trees that are being lost on account of the 750 acres, have not been added to 33800 trees that are 
going for this project on 1810 acres. Kindly update and inform me in writing the number of trees 
that are going to be cut for this project. 


The felling of 36824 plus trees will be a big loss to the environment of Bengaluru which will become 
a dust bowl and have a disastrous impact on the environment. The Report suggest compensatory 
afforestation as a mitigating measure. This involves planting of saplings (Page 178) and 
transplanting of trees (Page 148) in lieu of trees felled. Both have been an object failure in earlier 
projects. Besides saplings if they take root, will take two decades to become full grown trees. During 
this period the environment will be highly compromised. 


Compliance: 


Previously, a total of 33,838 trees were recorded along the PRR alignment with a length of 
65.5 km. However, presently a total of 36,824 trees were recorded along the proposed revised 
73.5 km PRR alignment. This number is inclusive of the additional 750 acres. This reduction 
in the number of trees is due to change in alignment along the area with the land use 
containing minimal trees. Detailed list of tree species along with number is given in 
Annexure 21. 


Further, a total of 32,175 trees are proposed to be removed. Out of which, 13,542 trees 
belongs to Eucalyptus Spp. and the Government has ordered to remove Eucalyptus Spp. 
Therefore, only 18,633 trees are proposed to be removed. Further, a total of 4,649 trees shall 
be retained within the 5m green space on either sides of the PRR alignment. In addition to 
this, 2,597 trees possessing social values are proposed for transplantation. 


Transplantation of trees with girth size <30 cm and >80-90 cm is not preferred due to low 
survivability rate and various factors as mentioned above. Therefore, trees species 
belonging to girth size >35 cm and < 80 cm will be preferred for transplantation based on 
the prevailing tree conditions. Further, saplings of height 7-10 feet or saplings of age 3-4 
years old have been proven to have a higher survival rate and hence the same shall be 
preferred for plantation. Further, frequent monitoring and maintenance of these 
transplanted trees and saplings will be carried out as part of Monitoring Plan. 


2"¢ Objection Jarakabandekaval: 25 acres of state forest land has been here marked for the PRR 
and 5 acres for the adjacent transport zone. It attracts the provisions of the Forest Conservation Act, 
1980. Kindly share the outcome of the online application to MoEF for forest land diversion. 


To avoid taking permissions from MoEF, the BDA came up with a proposal for converting JB Kaval 
into a biodiversity park. Kindly confirm the status of land Jarakabandekaval. 

A total of 7.73 Ha of forest land belonging to Jarakabandekaval RF is proposed for diversion 
and an application seeking Forest Clearance has been submitted to MoEF&CC through 
PARIVESH portal vide proposal No.: FP/KA/ROAD/45790/2020. The proposal is presently 
under scrutiny by Forest Department. Further, about 7.91 Ha of compensatory afforestation 
land belonging to Sy. No. 156 of Mantapa Village, Anekal Taluk, Bengaluru Urban District has 
been identified. In addition to this, as per the directions of the Karnataka Forest Department 
about 20.30 Ha of land belonging to Sy. No. 135 (Old)/22(New) of Adarangi Forest in Magadi 
Taluk, Bengaluru Urban District has been identified to balance the plantation activities with 
the criteria of 1000 saplings/Ha. The Karnataka Forest Department has issued Suitability 
Certificate for these lands for onward processing of Forest diversion application. 


Further, Jarakabandekaval Reserve Forest falls under the jurisdiction of Karnataka Forest 
Department and BDA has not come up with any proposal involving conversion of the 
Jarakabandekaval RF into Biodiversity Park. 


3d Objection Thippagondanahalli: T G Halli is the largest and oldest catchment area for the city 
of Bengaluru. Given the poor water situation in the city the Government on one hand is trying to 
rejuvenate the reservoir and the Arkavathi River and on the other hand has permitted the BDA to 
align it PRR project through the catchment area. This reservoir will be irretrievably damaged if 20 
km of the PRR is permitted to cut through it and any attempts of the Government to restore it will 
be severely compromised. On page 133 the EIA report states that the Government had issued a 
notification on 18.11.2003, 12.01.2009 and 20.07.2019 regarding the protection and conservation 
of the Thippagondanahlali Reservoir catchment area as a no-development zone. It is self-evident 
that 20 km of a 100 m expressway will cause irreversible damage to the protected area and should 
by no means be permitted. 


Compliance: 


In the aforementioned Notifications, there are no restrictions regarding the construction of 
roads or linear alignments in the said notification. The project involves removal of 13,355 
trees (6242 other trees and 7113 Eucalyptus sp.) in the catchment area and hence CAT plan 
will be proposed to mitigate the impacts, conservation and protection of TG Halli Catchment. 


Further, about Rs. 4.13 Crores have been allocated for Catchment Area Treatment as part of 
Environmental Management Plan involving construction of farm ponds, check dams, 
percolation tanks along with afforestation activities. 


4‘h Objection Petronet gas pipelines intersecting the PRR: On page 187 it is stated ‘the PRR 
alignment has the petroleum pipeline running parallel under the proposed PRR corridor’. It 
intersects the PRR in 17 locations. 


The report mentions various safeguards but no matter how good these are, the danger persists. 
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Petronet gas pipelines intersecting the PRR-in the new notification BDA has acquired additional land 
supposing to avoid the Petronet intersections of 1) Kempapura 2) Kalthamanahalli 3) 
Doddabanahalli Chikkabanahalli. 


Kindly confirm that in the event of a rupturing of the gas pipeline or a major leak that the Fire 
Fighting Services in the city of Bengaluru have the capability of handling a catastrophe of that 
proportion. Kindly provide the information with regard to the number of fire stations in and along 
the PRR alignment, the number of fighters per station and details of the training they have had to 
deal with gas leaks or gas explosions. This is so that the Public in the densely populated BBMP areas 
can be satisfied by the safety precautions taken by the project planners. 


Kindly provide an explanation to me on how land that is once acquired by the ministry of petroleum 
& natural gas can now be acquired for the PRR project. Has the required sanctions been given by the 
Ministry of Petroleum and Gas? If so kindly provide me that information. 


Compliance; 

Discussions with respect to Risks associated with the MHB Petronet pipeline during 
construction phase were already initiated with Petronet MHB authorities on 28.05.2020 and 
29.05.2020. All the construction activities will be initiated upon obtaining requisite 
approvals from the requisite Authorities. Further, necessary precautionary measures such 
as Emergency Preparedness Plan, prohibition of mechanical excavation, blasting in the 
surrounding area of the pipeline & periodic onsite emergency mock drill will be ensured 
during construction phase upon necessary consultation and approvals from requisite 
authority. The details of the fire fighting services, fire stations, number of firefighters and 
their training will be provided during project implementation phase. 


5: Objection No DPR: The DPR was commissioned and prepared in 2007. The BDA is now again 
making multiple changes to the alignment which make a fresh DPR necessary. If the DPR isn’t final 
it becomes questionable on basis the EC is being sought. The public need to see not only the draft EIA 
report incorporating all the details but also the Final DPR and Social Impact Assessment Report to 
provide their comments. An additional preliminary notification has been issued for 750 acres that 
need to be acquired in addition to the 1810 acres already notified- the details of which need to be 
shared. If the public is not aware of what the social and environmental impact of acquiring this 
additional 750 acres of land is, it will not be possible to give their comments on the overall scheme. 


This Public Hearing was held in accordance with EIA 2006. The same is being held in abject violation 
of the Constitutional Scheme which requires that there are harmonies of various laws applicable to 
the concerned PRR project. 


Wherein it was taken on record in CA 2116-2128 of 2020 dated 19.05.2020 that the State of 
Karnataka is aware of this legal necessity, failing which the entire effort of promoting any 
development project is in violation of the procedures. 


In the instant for the development of the PRR, BDA is yet to comply with the KT&CP Act read with 
BDA Act, and is yet to develop the scheme that is required under KT&CP Act which is absolutely 
essential, as had been directed by the Honorable High Court of Karnataka in WP 13241 of 2009, 
failing which the officials will be held responsible for these blatant violation of the directions 
provided by the High Court. 


In this instant case, the BDA has rushed to secure the Environment Clearance even when it has failed 
to comply with the requirement of the KT&CP Act, and furthermore this has been held out as an 
essential pre-requisite in the Sudhakar Hegde Case CA 2566 of 2019. 


Keeping the above in view, this is a blatant miscarriage of justice, and an absolute contravention of 
laws and court directives, an absolute Contempt of Court that has been carried out by KSPCB 
acceding to the demands of the BDA to conduct this Public Hearing. 


Therefore, you are urged to suspend these public hearing proceedings in necessary criminal actions 
in accordance against the BDA officials for requesting for a public hearing for a legally non-existing 
project. This is a fundamental right cast upon you as per the Article 48A of the Constitution of India 
and absolute obligation to protect Right to Life, Livelihood and 100’s of houses, farmlands who will 
be illegally dispossessed due to such gross miscarriage of procedural lapses that are also violating 
the requisites of the Environmental Act. 


Compliance: 

The proposed project has been under discussion since 2005 and several reports including 
Comprehensive Development Plans (CDP’s) pertaining to the project has been released for 
. the public reference since then. Hence, publishing the DPR is not mandatory. However, due to 
addition of 750 acres, a fresh DPR is being prepared and will be published upon obtaining 


requisite approvals from Competent Authority. Further, the process of obtaining 
Environmental Clearance has been followed as per the guidelines issued by the MoEF&CC. 


2. SriS. K. Vijaykumar, 852, Cinema Road, Doddaballapur-561203 Bangalore Rural District 
ion/comments: 


Please note that this is the THIRD PUBLIC HEARING being conducted w.r.t the Development of Eight 
Lane Peripheral Ring Road (PRR) phase-1 on 13-07-2022. Please find herein my further Objections 
submitted in person at the venue to the said proposed project in continuation of the objection 
submitted in person at the public hearing venue on 18-08-2020 itself as well as the further objections 
submitted to the Office of DC, Bangalore Urban District on 15-09-2020 which may kindly be 
acknowledged. 


The further objections herein below may be read as part and parcel of the earlier objections already 
submitted is attached herewith for case of convenience and to avoid of repetition. 


Present objections are spilt into two parts to understand the PRR-PHASE1 
A) Project developments BEFORE 2022 
B) Project developments AFTER 2022 

A) Project developments BEFORE 2022 


There were TWO public hearings conducted on 18-08-2020 (Physical) and 23-09-2020 (Webinar) 
w.r.t the PRR Project Phase-1. The objections for the same are already submitted respectively and is 
herewith attached. 


B) Project developments AFTER 2022 


It is important to note that the PRR- Phase 1 is now being developed at the instance of Legal 
pronouncements at different stages, different period of time and different Courts. 


Fresh Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) Report: 


1. As per the order of Hon'ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No. 2566/2019, dt. 17-03-2020 
(Annexure-4 of EIA Report), project proponent is supposed to conduct fresh EIA Report for the 
proposed PRR project is earlier PRR Project which is 65.5kms length as per the Terms of 
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Reference-ToRs dt. 21-01-2022 (Annexure-3 of EIA Report) and NOT for the present PRR-PHASE1 
project which is 73.3 kms as per the corrigendum ToRs dt. 25-02-2022 (Annexure-10 of EIA 
Report) as envisaged now. 

Even the order of Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka in W.P.10178/2020 dt. 23-02-2021 
(Annexure-6 of EIA Report) for conduct of Public Hearing in Physical Mode for earlier PRR project 
with publicity as submitted by the counsel is noted and recorded and Hon'ble High Court of 
Karnataka in W.P.10342/2008 dt. 22-09-2021, also, upheld that the directions of the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No.2566/2019 dt. 17-03-2020 are to complied with for the earlier 
PRR project. Both the orders are NOT for the present PRR-PHASE1 project. 

When such is the scenario, the project Proponent-Bangalore Development Authority (BDA), 
ought not to have done the expansion/modification/altering the earlier PRR project which is 
disobedience of the Courts order. 

The project proponent-BDA, instead, ought to have done the fresh EIA Report with the new set of 
data and prepare a new EIA draft report and present it to the competent Jurisdictional Authority 
for project Appraisal. 

Even on the aspect, BDA, has played fraud by approaching the wrong jurisdictional authority 
which is the State Environment Impact Assessment Authority (SEIAA), Karnataka under the guise 
of earlier submission of application in Form-1, ToR and alleged Environmental Clearance-EC dt., 
20-11-2014 (Annexure-1 of EIA Report) and also as per SC order dt. 17-03-2020. 

The SC order dt. 17-03-2020 clearly says that BDA to have due regard to the various deficiencies 
noted in the judgment as well as ensure that additional precautions are taken into account for 
the prevailing state of the environment, BDA ought to have approached the same Hon'ble BENCH 
of SC by appraising of the situation and repercussions of the SC order dt. 17-03-2020 and 
corrected the said findings in the said judgment. Instead, BDA kept quite to suit their convenience 
and get away with it. In spite of the SC order that the earlier PRR project qualifies under 7(f) and 
General conditions shall apply as per EIA Notification 2006 is nothing but misleading the Hon'ble 
Court. 

When the SC order dt. 17-03-2020 clearly says that BDA to have due regard to the various 
deficiencies noted in the judgment as well as ensure that additional precautions are taken into 
account for the prevailing state of the environment, BDA in consultation with the accredited 
project consultant viz., M/s Environmental Health & Safety Consultants Pvt. Ltd, Bangalore ought 
to have approached the competent jurisdictional appraisal authority which is MOEF&CC, New 
Delhi. 

Instead, BDA writes a letter to MoEF dt. 07-09-2020 (Annexure-5 of EIA Report) seeking clarity 
as to whom to approach for appraisal of the earlier PRR project in the light of the SC order dt. 
17-03-2020 contrary to the EIA Notification 2006. 

The SC order dt. 17-03-2020 is clear that various deficiencies are to be removed and additional 
precautions are to be taken into account by BDA for the earlier PRR project, BDA ought to have 
filed a fresh application to MoEF for appraisal meaning ToRs to be issued in the first place and 
then draft EIA report to be submitted based on the ToRs, conduct Public Hearing for the earlier 
PRR project and submit final EIA report for obtaining EC for the earlier PRR project. NOTHING is 
done as mentioned above inspite of admitting that the project is scheduled under 7(f) of EIA 
notification 2006 and General Conditions shall apply for the earlier PRR project. Pick and choose 
method applied by BDA in the SC order dt. 17-03-2020 to suit their convenience if highly 
untenable. 

Further, BDA has suppressed the material fact that the earlier PRR project is passing through 
Tippagondanahalli Reservoir (TGR) Catchment Area which is a declared Eco-sensitive zone in the 
said letter. 

MOoFF reply letter dt. 04-12-2020 (Annexure-7 of EIA Report) clarification is provided for BDA 
which is also arbitrary. Statutory to be followed as it is and in no other way is the settled legal 
position of law which MoEF has overlooked and suggested wrongly by giving an option to SEIAA 
that if they are satisfied that General Conditions apply only then they may transfer the Proposal 
to MoEF, New Delhi for appraisal. 


12, Even, MoEF has not understood the SC order dt. 17-03-2020 in the right perspective which clearly 
said to remove various deficiencies and additional precautions to be taken into account. Instead 
of arbitrary reply, MoEF ought to have categorically replied that the earlier PRR project shall be 
appraised by MoEF&CC, New Delhi as per EIA notification 2006 as well as keeping in mind SC 
order dt. 17-03-2020. 

13. Alternatively, MoEF ought to have informed BDA to the same Hon'ble BENCH of the SC, appraise 
the inconsistency and get the order modified accordingly, if any, to proceed further. 

14, MoEF has no right to give liberty to State SEIAA to appraise and if satisfied the proposal may be 
sent to MoEF for appraisal is no wrong footing of the statute. That too, when the BDA has 
submitted and admitted that the project qualifies under schedule 7(f) and General Conditions 
shall apply for the earlier PRR project. 

15. The competent jurisdictional appraisal authority is MoEF&CC, New Delhi for appraisal of earlier 
PRR project viz., issue of ToR, draft EIA report, Public Hearing proceedings, final EIA Report & 
issue of EC. 

16, Hence, the fresh EIA report which is based on the ToRs dt. 21-01-2020 and the corrigendum ToRs 
dt. 25-02-2022 is null and void. , 


Expansion/Modification/Alteration- Present PRR-PHASE1 project 


The Hon'ble Supreme Court order in Civil Appeal Nos. 7661-7663/2018 &connected matters dt, 20- 
02-2022 (Annexure-9 of EIA Report) held w.r.t. 1. A. No. 147134/2021, that, BDA Act is a self- 
contained Act and the Land Acquisition (LA) Act 1894 has been incorporated into the BDA Act so far 
as they are applicable, the provisions of Right to Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land 
Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement (RFCTLARR) Act 2013 are not applicable for the 
acquisition made under BDA Act. Which pertains to challenge against the W. P. No. 4550/2008 & 
connected matters which are connected with earlier PRR Project. 


17. Instead of conducting fresh EIA Report meaning application in form-1, ToR and draft EIA report 
for the earlier PRR Project, BDA has fraudulently changed the entire project under the guise of 
SC order dt. 20-02-2022 and have gone ahead with the present PRR PHASE1 project. 
18. Also, interestingly, Civil Appeals Nos. 7661-7663/2018 is mainly filed w. r. t Dr. K. 
Shivarama Karanth Layout formation by BDA which is to be noted. 
19, In the very same Civil Appeals Nos. 7661-7663/2018 several Interlocutory Applications (1.A.) are 
filed from time to time and several directions are issued to BDA; 
a. In 1. A. No. 124166/2021 dt. 29-09-2021 directed BDA to file the complete status report w.r.t 
PRR right from its inception, since, the applicant in the said I. A is losing his lands both for Dr. 
K. Shivarama Karanth Layout and PRR project and hence filed the said I. A. seeking 
Clarification/Direction. 


For the first time both Dr. K. Shivarama Karanth Layout and PRR project are clubbed together in 
the Civil Appeals Nos. 7661-7663/2018 and is heard. Also, there is a mention of Layout map 
produced before the Hon'ble Bench and comment is made that the PRR traverses at two points of 
the Dr. K. Shivarama Karanth Layout, hence, PRR is being considered along with the main Petition 
viz, Dr. K. Shivarama Karanth Layout case. 


It is pertinent to note that in the said Layout Map submitted there is no mention of adjoining 
Jarakabandekaval Reserve Forest through which the PRR passes through and enter the Dr. K. 
Shivarama Karanth Layout towards Northen side near Avalahalli village which splitst the 
Jarakabandekaval Reserve Forest into two portions, thereby the material fact is suppressed 
deliberately and BDA has misled the Hon'ble Court. Also, as noticed at the middle in the said Layout 
Map, Jarakabande Kaval Reserve Forest is surrounded/adjoined on two sides towards East and 
South sides completely by the said Dr. K. Shivaram Karanth Layout leading to man-animal conflict 
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as well as Biodiversity/Ecology of the region is completely impaired which is irreparable and not 
permitted. 


Also, there cannot be any activity within 500 mtrs from the periphery of the Highways as per the 
order of the Hon'ble Supreme Court, hence, on this ground also PRR project cannot be implemented 
under the guise of connectivity to the Dr. K. Shivarama Karanth Layout. 


b. In I. A. No. 124166/2021 dt. 26-10-2021 BDA filed the report which was perused and 
directed; 


L.BDA to notify additional extent of lands of 589 acres 13.76 guntas or missing link 
alternate alignment and integration with NICE road, clover leaf grade separators, Toll 
Plaza and Petronet line re-alignment. 
II,LBDA may pass awards and take possession of land notified for PRR and State government 
to deliver possession of Government lands notified for PRR to BDA. 
II.BDA to move Karnataka State Pollution Control Board (KSPCB) to conduct fresh 
environmental public hearing. 
IV.BDA to file compliance report. 
Before going in detail about the same, it is pertinent to mention here that both Dr. K. Shivarama 
Karanth Layout and PRR projects which are being developed by BDA requires "PRIOR EC" after 
identification of the prospective site(s) and before establishing such area(s) as per EIA notification 
2006 from the competent jurisdictional appraisal authority which is mandatory is not at all obtained 
by BDA in both the cases as is evident by their own submissions and hence, both are illegal. 


c. In the above para (b) if at all the BDA has given the chronology of events to the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court, then; 


LBDA has submitted and admitted in W.A. No. 17005-17007/2011 that the width of ROW 
is 70 mtrs and not 100 mtrs, hence, additional lands for Toll plaza is not required. But 
now before this Hon'ble Bench are turning around and proposing to acquire additional 
lands which is contempt of court. 

I].Further, there is no whisper about the Enquiry Report by Karnataka Lokayuktha w.r.t 
the said earlier PRR project even after 10 years which is upheld in the said Writ Appeals 
thereby suppressing material facts. 

III. The Hon'ble Bench failed to consider the order passed in SLP Nos. 9800-9803/2014 which 
is filed by BDA that the Bench donot find any merits in the SLPs and the High Court 
has granted liberty to BDA to go for acquisition once the project i.e., ring road 
project is completed. 

IV.BDA instead of compliance of the said order is now making back door entry to the present 
Hon'ble Bench under the guise of lands acquired are covered under both Dr. K. Shivarama 
Karanth Layout and PRR project in some cases and instigated some litigants to implead 
themselves in the Main petition concerning Dr. K. Shivarama Karanth Layout is highly 
untenable. 

Without prejudice, it is pertient to note that without Prior EC as per EIA Notification 2006 there 
cannot be any land acquisition in both the projects being developed by BDA which fact is not at all 
expressed by BDA thereby totally mislead the mandatory Prior EC from the competent jurisdictional 
appraisal authority. 


Further, BDA Act being a self-contained Act, all the earlier acquisitions made for earlier PRR projects 
starting from the year 29-06-2007 have lapsed on its own/ by default as per the Section 27 of the 
BDA Act, since, it is more than 5 years from 2007. And, the lands required for the present PRR- 
PHASE1 also cannot be acquired without the mandatory Prior EC. 


When there is a clear direction in the SC order dt. 17-03-2020 that no other Court or Tribunal shall 
entertain challenge to the ultimate decision of the SEAC or the SEIAA, the present Honble Bench 
ought to have restrained from entertaining I. A's w.r.t PRR projects, since, prior EC is mandatory 
after identification of prospective site(s) and before development of such area(s) which material fact 
is again suppressed deliberately only to mislead to Honble Court and to proceed with the project by 
hook or crook is nothing but colourable exercise of power under eminent domain and abuse of 
process of law. Hence, this tactics of BACK DOOR entry in the case of PRR project in the said Main 
petition matter which is Dr. K. Shivarama Karanth Layout case should not be encouraged which is 
not in accordance with law. 


New Land Acquisitions 


Armed with the SC order, BDA has gone ahead with the issue of THREE Preliminary Notifications 
separately. 


d. Preliminary Notification No. BDA/SLAO-2/183/2021-2022 Dt. 18-04-2022 for the purpose of 
Peripheral Ring Road Part-1 (PRR-1) "Missing Links" to an extent of 78a=15.8g 


e. Preliminary Notification No. BDA/SLAO-2/183/2021-2022 Dt. 18-04-2022 for the purpose of 
Peripheral Ring Road Part-1 (PRR-1) "Nice Integration Tumkur Road" to an extent of 69a=21g. 


f Preliminary Notification No. BDA/SLAO-2/183/2021-2022 Dt. 18-04-2022 for the purpose of 
Peripheral Ring Road Part-1 (PRR-1) "Sheegehalli Alternative Alignment" to an extent of 
146a=5.25g. 


20. In the above Preliminary Notifications published there is a mention of sanction of the project by 
Urban Development Department, particulars of the scheme, map of the area, etc. are available at 
the said office of SLAO-2, BDA for perusal. 

, An RTI request letter was given to concerned BDA office to furnish the said particulars for which 
BDA replied saying that the requisite fees shall be paid at Canara Bank, BDA Extension counter 
and the said challan be submitted on to provide the required information. 

22, The said process. was done and document received is only the Preliminary Notification without 
the other particulars with an endorsement saying that “available notification copy is 
attached". 

23. An RTI Appeal was filed at Office of The Commissioner who is the First Appellate authority for 
not furnishing the requisite information by the said BDA office. 

24, Surpr isingly, instead of a reply from The Commissioner / The First Appellate Authority, the said 
SLAO-2 office has sent a reply stating that "Be informed that, Peripheral Ring Road Phase-1 
project land acquisition is under process, steps will be taken to provide the information 
after the completion" is not in accordance with law. 

25. The said SLAO-2 office has deliberately suppressed to provide the material facts against the RTI 
reply, when the requested particulars are available at the said office as mentioned in the said 
preliminary notification(s). 

26. An RTI request letter was given to Urban Development Department to provide the details of 
Approval for Development of Eight Lane Peripheral Ring Road, connecting Tumakuru Road to 
Hosur Road (Crossing Ballari Road and Old Madras Road) in Bengaluru Urban District, 
Karnataka as mentioned in the preliminary notifications; 

a. The office order No. UDD/136/BLA/2022 Dt 13-04-2022. 
b. The office order No. UDD/137/BLA/2022 Dt.13-04-2022. 
c. The office order No. UDD/138/BLA/2022 Dt. 13-04-2022 

27. The concerned office replied stating that "Since the mentioned orders in your application are 

not at all given, the information requested by you cannot be provided". 


2 


~ 


1c 5 3 
ic uu 
joo 


5 oehis. Docume cf 
2 PRtapit HO | vation 7 


28. 


2: 


30. 


31, 


32, 


33, 


34, 


35; 


The administrative approval given by the Government letter dt 21-02-2022 (Annexure-11 of EIA 
Report) mentions that an area to an extent of 2567a- 22.5g is approved for development of PRR 
project, without mentioning the allocation of area of extent for missing links, toll plaza, 
realignment, integration, etc. and also without the project cost required. 

Whereas, the three preliminary notifications issued now are to an extent of around 294 acres 
only, while the directions in the SC order dt.26-10-2021 in C.A.7661-7663/2018 is for 589a- 
13.76g clearly shows that even now BDA is not sure of what is the extent of land required for the 
project and has projected a 50% greater extent of land than actually required before the Hon 'ble 
Supreme Court and are playing with the lives of public under the guise of public purpose. 

There is no whisper about the extent of land which will be left out unused in lieu of the proposed 
realignment/alternative alignment for the PRR-Phase 1 project and the fate of the same is at the 
mercy of BDA even after 15 years of Notification. 


In the first place, BDA has issued preliminary notifications stating that The Urban Development 
Department, Government of Karnataka in its order has given approval for publication of 
Preliminary Notification under the BDA Act. But when the said details are requested the same is 
denied which is arbitrary and purposeful suppression of material facts. 


Secondly, and most importantly, when the Urban Development Department, Government of 
Karnataka has denied giving any such approval for the same, BDA cannot proceed any further 
meaning BDA have acted in an clandestine, arbitrary manner which is dereliction of duty as well 
as abuse of power under eminent domain. Hence, the said ELA Report / Public Hearing is a waste 
exercise without following due procedure in accordance with law as mentioned in the SC order. 


Public Hearing procedure 


As per EIA Notification 2006 and further amendments, prior EC is mandatory after identification 
of prospective site for proposed project and before acquisition of lands itself and BDA has violated 
the schedule 2 read with schedule 6 provisions of EIA Notification 2006 blatantly thereby the said 
acquisitions are illegal and are not in accordance with law. 

Process of EC mandates Public Hearing to be conducted in accordance with law. However, there 
were two public hearings conducted in the past for the same project as mentioned herein above 
which were not in accordance with law. 

There is no wide publicity of the project details for the purpose of conducting the present Public 
Hearing as enumerated in the procedure which is violation of public hearing procedure under 
EIA notification 2006. 

It is important to note that the earlier Public Hearing conducted are after the Final Notification 
of Land Acquisition under BDA Act. Whereas, the present Public Hearing conducted is after the 
Preliminary Notification of Land Acquisition under BDA Act. 

BDA is following dual standards to suit its convenience in the development.of PRR project which 
is impermissible and violation of relevant Acts/statutes/procedures in force. 


As mentioned herein above prior EC is mandatory as per EIA notification 2006, if the earlier 
public hearing is accepted as "in accordance with law" then the present public hearing is illegal 


and if the present public hearing is accepted as "in accordance with law" then the earlier public 
hearing ts illegal. 


Without prejudice, both are illegal, without a valid prior EC from the competent jurisdictional 
appraisal authority before acquisition of lands and after identification of prospective site for the 
proposed project. BDA has blatantly violated all the relevant provisions in the said Project under 
the guise of public purpose which is not in accordance with law. 


36 


BDA is not an ordinary organization or an individual. As admitted that BDA Act is a self contained 
Act, there are procedures to be followed and approvals to be obtained before initiating any 
development of any proposed project by it. That means when the BDA approached the 
Government for administrative approval with the Scheme and Map of the area to be developed 
which accords approval, if any, then the first step BDA ought to have taken is to obtain prior EC 
from competent jurisdictional appraisal authority under EIA notification 2006 based on such 
approval and not issuing Preliminary Notification for land acquisition. 


By issuing Preliminary Notification for Land Acquisition, the public in general and the farmers in 
particular are affected badly and indefinitely since BDA bars them from further 
development/alienation of the property. This leads to instability, insecurity, conflicts among the 
family and most importantly mental torture and harassment due to delay/doubt in the execution 
of project, which is exactly that is happening in the present situation of the PRR project. 


Revised Draft EIA Report - April 2022 submitted for appraisal 
. The NABET accredited project consultants viz., M/s Environmental Health & Safety Consultants 


Pvt. Ltd, Bangalore certificate No. NABET/EIA/1821/RA0107 Dt.19-11-2018 is valid till 22-04- 
2021 as mentioned in the EIA Report at page vi, details of which is not available. 


37, Further there are many extension of the validity as mentioned in the EIA Report at pages ix, x, Xi 


38. 


and xii, wherein, certificate No. NABET/EIA/ 1821/SA0123 is valid till 05-07-2022 only. It is 
more than a year since the last accreditation till 22-04-2021, the reasons for not obtaining a 
regular accreditation is not known, 

The length of the PRR project has increased from earlier 65.5kms to 73.5kms and mentions that 
issue of final notification for land acquisition in remaining 5 villages are under progress, the 
details of which are not available in the EIA report. 


39, The additional data collection for preparation of EIA Report is carried out in February and March 


2022, which is not even ONE SEASON data, the details of which are not enclosed in the EIA Report 
as is seen in the Declaration of Experts at pages ii to viii of EIA Report which is for the period of 
involvement from November 2019 to July 2020 in data collection for the period December 2019 
to February 2020 (One Season). 


40. The EIA Report donot mention about the TGR Catchment Area through which the PRR-Phase1 


road passes through is deliberate suppression of material fact. 


41. The total project cost is Rs. 14,934crores as mentioned at page 3 of the EIA report for which there 
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is no material on record to show that the Government has given its approval. The approval dt.21- 
02-2022 given by the Government is to an extent of area of 2567a-22.5g for the PRR project only. 
. The EIA Report mentions that Environment Protection Act, 1986 is applicable to the PRR-Phase 
| project, whereas, in the application filed under Forest Conservation Act, 1980 & MoEF&CC OM 
dt.20-03-2010 through online is dt.08-06-2020 (Annexure-12 of EIA Report) 
a. The online application is old one which is for the earlier PRR project of length 65kms, 
estimated cost of Rs.15111.42 crores, forest land diversion is 10.117ha and non-forest land 
required is 722.567ha, whereas, the EIA Report at page 6 mentions that 7.91ha of forest land 
needs to be diverted is contradictory. 
b. It mentions at sl.no.H (i) Whether the project requires clearance under the Environment 
Protection Act, 1986 as NO is nothing but false submission is violation of law in force. 
c. It mentions at sl.no.L Details of land identified for compensatory Afforestation in an area of 
15.35ha at Matapa Village in Sy.no. 156. 


43, The EIA Report mentions that 36,824 trees fall in the RoW of PRR-Phase1 and the necessary 


permission from the Tree Expert committee of Karnataka Forest Department is a must as per SC 
order for appraisal, the details of which are not available. 
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The EIA Report mentions that around 6 flyovers are proposed along 6 lakes which is against the 
Rules of the Wetlands Conservation and Management Rules, 2017 and any development on lakes 
is completely barred. 

The EIA Report mentions that about 20.9kms of proposed PRR-Phase1 project passes through 
TGR Catchment Area, whereas, there is no whisper about the same in the Application for TOR/EC 
of the project. 

Further, about 13,355 trees need to be removed for the sake of the project is against the principles 
of precautionary principles and sustainable development impairing the ecology of the declared 
ESA where Kumuavathy and Arkavathy river exists which is the source of drinking water to the 
city of Bangalore and surrounding villages. 

The EIA Report mentions that in Table 1.3 Biological Environment w.r.t Migratory route/crossing 
of wild animals and birds (outside designated protected areas) as YES but the screening result is 
'0' (zero) instead of '6'. Hence the Total weightage wise scoring of the project is '65' and not '59' 
meaning there is a discrepancy of 6%. However, this would still come under High Category which 
is 50-80%. 

The EIA Report mentions about BDA Master Plan 2031 (draft) meaning there is NO Approved 
BDA Master Plan 2031 which is the basis for any development activity in Bangalore Urban 
District is violation of law in force. 

The EIA Report mentions about the Inner Ring Road (IRR), Outer Ring Road (ORR) by BDA, 
elevated Roads by NHAI, existing NICE road towards south side between Hosur Road and Tumkur 
Road, but, failed to show and mention the STRR encircling Bangalore and connecting all the 
nearest surrounding Taluk headquarters, Budigere Cross on NH-4, Nelamangala- 
Doddaballapur-Chikkaballapur = Road, —_Yelahanka-Doddaballapur-Gauribidanur Road, 
Nelamangala-Gollahalli-Madhure Road,  Madhure- — Rajanakunte-Devanahalli — Road, 
Aradeshahalli-IVC Road-Ballari Road, Jigani-Harohalli-Bidadi Road, Anekal-Attibele-Kaatanur 
gate Road. 

There is too much of activity under the guise of improvement of Roads for better connectivity to 
and from Bangalore. Instead, the existing Roads could be upgraded and not expanded, make 
certain Roads as ONE-Way and implement strict traffic rules monitoring. 

Further other modes of Public transportation like METRO, BMTC, etc.., could be used for better 
easement of traffic as an alternative providing better connectivity to the last mile. 

The EIA Report mentions at 2.11 Pavement Design for Service Road with design life of 20 years 
for flexible pavement and 30 years for Rapid pavement, whereas, the Government administrative 
approval dt.21-02-2022 mentions DBFOT under PPP contract basis for a period of 50 years under 
profit sharing with BDA for 50 years clearly shows that design life is half of the Contract Basis 
period itself shows the quality of the PRR-Phase 1. 

Further when the proposed project is based on Toll basis, ONE can imagine the amount of Toll 
Fee to be paid over a period of time of 50 years if at all the project is implemented for which the 
public will not have any say in controlling the Toll Fee & its hike which will be kept under wraps. 
Already there is an escalation of more than 5% of the initial proposed Cost for implementation of 
the project, which is violation of BDA Act and the project lapses on this account by default, now 
with expansion, alteration and realignment of the project it will shoot up further. 

The EIA Report mentions at 3.1 Environmental Settings w.r.t Protected Areas/Eco-sensitive Areas 
as "NIL", whereas, the present PRR-PHASE1 passes through TGR Catchment Area which is a 
declared ESA for a length of 20.9kms which material fact is purposefully suppressed and is silent 
on the same. 

The EIA Report mentions that Fig3.3: Environmental Sensitive Areas in the study area and 
Fig3.34; Map showing the distance of Protected Areas from the proposed PRR alignment which 
shows only Puttenahalli Bird Conservation Reserve and misses out the Jarakabandekaval Reserve 
Forest as well as TGR Catchment Area through which the present PRR-Phase | passes through is 
also deliberate suppression of material facts. 

The EIA Report mentions at 3.4.3.1.1 Composition of trees, shrubs and herbs w.r.t the removal of 
trees in TGR area is 13,355nos, and Jarakabandekaval RF is 631nos itself shows that the green 
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cover in Bangalore which is already decreased will be further reduced and also the carbon 
footprint of pristine Environment will be disturbed. 
The EIA Report mentions at 5.1 Project alignment along the 6 lakes and through TGR Area and 
Jarakabandekaval RF is against the statute and the orders of Court. No matter what standard 
design/technology is used there will be irreparable loss to Ecology and Environment and the 
existing lakes will vanish adding further decline of number of lakes in Bangalore which was once 
city of lakes which will be history. 
When the present PRR-Phase | is proposing modifications/realignments/ alternative alignments, 
with bare minimum care to safeguard the existing lakes/protected areas/eco-sensitive areas 
could have been avoided. Also, there is no valid explanation for changing the alignments of the 
project. 
The EIA Report at 7.8 Land Acquisitions & Resettlement impacts has mentioned about Land 
Acquisition is proposed for width of 100mtrs RoW, except at locations of toll plaza and 
interchanges as per the orders of Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka in Writ Appeal Nos. 17005- 
07/2011 dt 15-07-2013 is totally false. 
Actually as recorded in the said judgment at para16 says that, 
"since the Government has decided to reduce the width of the Peripheral Ring Road 
from 100mts to 70mts, the remaining 30meters wide through out the area of 120kms 
of Peripheral Ring Road will be in the command of BDA. When they have 30meters at 
their command, there is no reason for the BDA to acquire additional lands under the 
guise of construction of Toll plaza...... Indeed the area has now reduced from 100meters 
to 70meters. As stated earlier, as 30% of the acquired area is in command of the BDA, 
they can very well construct any other utilities or toll plaza." 
The said Writ Appeals challenged by BDA in SLP Nos. 9800-02/2014 before the Hon'ble Supreme 
Court was dismissed on 26-10-2015 without granting any leave. Hence, it is a clear case of 
Contempt of court as BDA is proceeding to construct 100 meters of RoW against their own 
submissions before the Hon'ble Court(s) is wholly untenable. 
This clearly shows the conduct of BDA that it changes its colour according to the situation and 
takes undue advantage of the public discomfort and frustration in litigations and influences all 
those concerned to support the implementation of the PRR-Phase1 project which is hopelessly 
barred due to violation of its own BDA Act which is a self contained Act at any cost and by any 
means is nothing but colourful exercise of power under eminent domain is abuse of process of 
law. 
Further, in the same para of the EIA Report it mentions that the total land to be acquired is from 
67 villages, whereas, in the continued page at Table7.6 Village wise extent proposed for Land 
acquisition shows 78 villages which shows that BDA themselves donot know the actual area and 
villages for land acquisition 
This clearly shows that the BDA is incapable of executing such a massive project which is not their 
expertise and should keep off from development of the said PRR-PHASE 1 project for its own good. 


Comparison with the earlier EIA Report 


The EIA Report at 2.8: Environmental Screening which shows HIGH CATEGORY in the present EIA 
Report is totally missing in the earlier EIA Report. 

The EIA Report at 2.4: Traffic Analysis is of older data (15-12-2018 to 14-01 2019) which was 
there as it is the earlier EIA Report which is reproduced here now and there is no NEW additional 
DATA of February-March 2022 as mentioned in the present report. 

There is no mention of the TGR Catchment Area passage Road, Sheegehalli realignment, 
Rampura Petronet realignment, NICE integration at Tumkur Road, NICE integration at Hosur 
Road statistics and data. 

Further in both the EIA Reports, the Typical Cross Section at 2.12 and Table 2.10: RoW utilization 
for various elements shows a total RoW of 118mtrs whereas the proposed RoW is 100mtrs which 
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is more than 18mtrs. Please note that the earlier submission made before the Hon'ble High Court 
is for a RoW of 70mtrs only. 

The Major Junctions at 2.17 in both the EIA Report shows same chainage of 64+201. 852kms, 
which cannot be, since the present length of the PRR-Phase1 is 73.5kms and not 65.5kms, which 
shows that the ENTIRE EIA REPORT IS REPRODUCED WITH MINOR COSMETIC CHANGES. 

The Requirement of construction Materials at 2.21.9 in Table 2.18: Quantity required for 
Construction Activities is same in both ELA reports, meaning. even with the increase in total 
length of PRR-Phase1 from 65.5kms to 73.5kms the quantity remains same shows what would be 
the quality of the Roads? 

The Project Implementation Schedule at 2.21.17 shows from May 2021 to April 2025 (four years 
period), whereas we are already in July 2022 doing Public Hearing for obtaining EC, that too from 
a non-jurisdictional authority, which shows the planning and execution capability of the Agency, 
BDA, 

The Table 3.1: Meteorological data collected at site is same in both EIA reports and the present 
ELA Report donot contain any additional data for the period February-March 2022 as mentioned 
is incomplete data. 

Both the EIA Reports at 4.1.3.1 TGR Catchment Area mentions the length of the PRR-Phase1 as 
13.65kms at chainage 0+000kms to 13+650kms which are in toposheet Nos. 57 G/12 and 57 H/9, 
whereas the actual length at present is 20.9kms which is different. 

Both the EIA Reports in Analysis of Alternatives at 5.2 Retronent MHB Pipeline alignment is same, 
whereas, in the Map it shows otherwise at Bilishivale and Rampura village, which in fact, is one 
of the reasons for the present EIA Report. 

Both the EIA Reports at 5.3 Construction of Project Alignment near Lakes is same, which is fact, 
is illegal and the same is barred as per Court orders as mentioned in the said Report. The 
Alignment could have changed and saved the Lakes from construction activity and becoming 
defunct in the near future. 

Both the EIA Reports at 7.8 Land Acquisition & Resettlement Impacts mention the affected 
villages as 67, whereas, in the preceding pages 187, 188 7 189 pf the present report provided list 
of 79 villages which is different. 

Also the bifurcation of Government land about the 114.20ha, kharab land of about 43.43ha and 
Private land of about 555.57ha which are same in both the EIA Reports, whereas, when added up 
together comes to about 713.20ha which is way less than 1036.5ha which is mentioned in the 
present EIA Report. 

The present EIA Report at 9.2.3 Land Acquisition, Resettlement and Rehabilitation Action Plan 
mentions notification issued vide UDD 399 MNX 2006, BANGALORE dt.29-06-2007 to an extent 
of 1036.51ha (around 2562acres) in 78 villages, whereas, it is actually (around 732ha) 
1810a18.5g in 67 villages which is misleading. 


To summarize the objections; 
1. Approached NON-JURISDICTIONAL AUTHORITY for appraisal of project. 
2. TOR issued by the NON-JURISDICTIONAL AUTHORITY is not valid. 
3. The entire exercise of Public Hearing is waste of public money. 
4, Against the order passed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India and the Hon'ble National 
Green Tribunal. 
Scheme is more than 5years from the date of conception and is lapsed 
Land Acquisition is lapsed since no Award is made within the mandatory period. 
Project scheme conceived then and presented now are different and not in accordance 
with law applicable. 
8. Suppression of material facts, false submissions, incorrect data and misleading 
information provided to public 
9, Violation of applicable acts, rules and guidelines in force 
10. Against EIA Notification 2006 prescribed regulations 


NAM 


Hence, in view of the above, request your kindself to stop all further illegal proceedings and advice 
the project proponent to drop the project in the interest of public in general and to save the 
environment in particular. 


Further Objections: 


There are serious lacunae in the said proposed project right from the inception of scheme, land 
acquisition and the EIA process being conducted since the year 2004 till date which are mentioned 
below and not limiting to the same; 


1, 


During the public hearing held on 18.08.2020, itself was stopped from expressing serious 
concerns about the proposed project which is against the mandatory procedure under EIA 
Notification 2006. 

Inspite of bringing it to their notice during the said public hearing that the ToR issued by SEIAA 
is a non-jurisdictional authority and against the orders of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, 
the project proponent is conducting another public hearing via video conference shows the 
abuse of power and violation of the laws applicable for the proposed project is nothing but 
waste of public money. 

First of all, during a pandemic situation like COVID-19 it is a hasty decision to conduct the same 
on the said pretext itself, please note that the paper advertisement is issued on 01-09-2020 
whereas the date of WEBINAR is fixed on 23-09-2020 which is clearly against the mandatory 
period of 30 days prior notice as per EIA Notification 2006 procedure for Public Hearing. 
Further, to submit suggestions, views, comments and objections in ORAL/written/E-mail 
suggestions to the Karnataka State pollution Control Board/ Chairman, Environmental Public 
Hearing Committee (Deputy Commissioner, Bangalore Urban District) on or before 15-09-2020 
is only 15 days time period which is also clearly against the mandatory minimum period of 30 
days to submit the same as per the EIA Notification 2006 procedure for Public Hearing. More 
over how can one submit ORAL suggestions on the same is left to one’s imagination without any 
schedule of the concerned officer's time and place which is not mentioned at all as also without 
E-mail ID is nothing but incomplete information provided to public. The details in KSPCB 
website is inconsistent with the paper publication. 

ZOOM video application for Government office usage is against the guidelines issued by the 
centre since April 2020 wherein it was warned that the said video meeting application is unsafe 
and insecure for official purposes under the present situation of the pandemic covid-19 and 
India-China stand off: 

Also, by adopting the method of video conference/meeting by the proposed proponent 
proposing a MEGA project, the number of people participating in the said process will be limited 
and the HOST will have all the control to moderate the said process thereby it is unilateral and 
the public will not have any freedom to express their concern effectively which is against the 
objective of Public Hearing procedure. 

Since, the said project is acquiring mostly agricultural lands for the proposed project, it is ONE’s 
imagination as to how many farmers will have technical expertise and resources to participate 
in the said process and air their concerns which defeats the very objective of the Public Hearing 
process as per EIA Notification 2006. 

The places of availability of project documents listed in the present paper advertisement is from 
sl.no.(a) to (0) meaning many of the concerned offices related to the project locality are deleted 
which is against the procedure prescribed in the EIA Notification 2006 under Public Hearing 
which is mandatory. It is pertinent to note that none of the planning Authorities concerned are 
mentioned in both the paper publications issued w.r.t. the proposed project. Also, majority of 
the concerned authorities from the list are not present during the public hearing conducted on 
18-08-2020. 
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The scheme of the proposed project originally conceived around the year 2004 has changed 
time and again which is neither as per Comprehensive development Plan 2015 nor 
Comprehensive Development Plan 2031. However, the project proponent has gone ahead and 
issued preliminary notification(s) and final notification to acquire lands for the said proposed 
project during the year 2005 to2007. But till date no action is taken from the project proponent 
to award compensation either under the repealed Land Acquisition Act 1894 or the new Land 
Acquisition Act 2013. That too, without ant EIA report which is mandatory as per the earlier 
EIA Notification 1994 or the present EIA Notification 2006 amended which is illegal and 
violation of the procedures prescribed there under which are in force. 

The Scheme which was conceived to be 100m Right of way (RoW) for the entire stretch of the 
proposed project changed to 70m during submission before the Hon'ble High Court of 
Karnataka in an Appeal and got away with it and now are back to 100m RoW is nothing but 
abuse of power vested with the project proponent to suit their requirement without proper 
application mind is arbitrary. 


. Similarly, acquisition of lands is also rampant and the project proponent is doing so without 


knowing what the proposed project requires, where it is going to come and how much of land 
is required but takes shelter under the guise of development and public purpose and changes 
the alignment and realignment to suit ONE’s needs as and when it arises there by putting the 
public under constant threat and insecure feeling till date causing mental agony and torture 
without any option for encumbering/alienating their lands/ property for their livelihood is 
against the principles/ constitutional rights envisaged under the applicable laws of the land in 
force. 

As such, the scheme envisaged by the project proponent lapses on its own as it is clear that the 
same is not implemented till date under their own Act which they claim it to be self contained 
code since the said Act envisages lapse of scheme after 5 years by default meaning the land 
acquisition is lapsed on this account itself and the project proponent cannot sit on the same 
after almost 15 years since the conception of scheme by the project proponent. Hence, without 
the proper Detailed project report, sanctioned scheme for the proposed project, Social Impact 
Assessment and Environmental Impact Assessment, it is a futile exercise to carry on in the name 
of Peripheral Ring road (PRRO since 2004. It is nothing but suppression of material facts, 
incorrect data, false and incomplete information provided t the public w. r. t the proposed 
project dwindling away public money. 

Further, the proposed Project cost during 2004 was around Rs.550 Crores whereas the sanction 
amount of the proposed scheme is Rs.11950 Crores as annexed in the draft EIA Report whereas 
the proposed cost of the proposed project is 15111.42 Crores which is more than 5 % of the 
Scheme cost is against the statute in force. From around Rs.550 Crores to around Rs. 15111.42 
Crores is almost 27 times is way beyond 5% escalation of scheme cost thereby lapses under BDA 
Act. 

Further, as per the orders of the Hon’ble Courts, Inquiry by Karnataka Lokayukta in respect of 
expenditure incurred by the project proponent w. r. t. the scheme envisaged is no where 
reflected either in the application for ToR submitted to the regulatory authority, though Non- 
jurisdictional authority, or in the draft EIA Report clearly indicates malafide intention by 
suppression of material facts related to the proposed project and misleading the public. 

The scheme envisaged during 2004 is for Phase-1(Northern side of Bangalore) and Phase- 
2(Southern side of Bangalore) covering about totally 120 Kms in length surrounding the 
Central Bangalore in the name of Peripheral Ring road, whereas, phase-2 is dropped in between 
since NICE Road came into existence which was envisaged after this scheme was envisaged and 
the said NICE Road was implemented also even before this scheme is yet to start. This itself 
shows that the scheme envisaged is no more valid with the change in development in the region 
time to time. However the scheme envisaged now is to connect the Phase-1 to the NICE Road on 
either side thereby the project proponent is misleading the public and creating a lot of confusion 
amongst all and the said scheme envisaged since 2004 is no more valid. Hence, the project 
proponent cannot take shelter under the guise of development/realignment/ joint 
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venture/financing et al, which do not hold any ground. There are limitations to carry out the 
Proposed project which is not feasible which are suppressed purposefully since other ORR, STRR, 
IRR, NICE Roads are already in place and the same is not required at all. 

Further, the list of villages affected by the proposed project shown in the draft EIA Report at 
Annexure-17 D is as per the final notification of acquisition dt.29-06-2007 whereas it is 
pertinent to note that at that time NICE Road linkage on either side was not envisaged instead 
PRR-Phase 2 was continue on southern side which is shelved later on due to the commissioning 
of NICE Road at a later date. The list of villages donot match the map at Fig 2.1 1 the draft EIA 
Report and some more villages are to be mentioned if at all the proposed project needs to be 
linked to NICE Road on either side is suppression of material facts, false information and 
misleading incorrect data. 

Also, the map at Fig 2.1 is misleading since there is no acquisition of lands of around 150 acres 
from public and around 150 acres of land to be recovered from KIADB/ NICE totally about 300 
acres estimated to link the NICE Road on either side by the proposed project is nothing but false 
submission and incorrect data and suppression of material facts. The original scheme conceived 
during 2004 donot mention anything about the NICE Road but PRR- Phase 1 and Phase 2 which 
is different from the present map mentioned in the draft EIA Report. The project proponent act 
of dilly dolly each and every time since 2004 is nothing but non-application mind and no 
expertise in this field is clearly visible and the comments of the court(s) prove that. 

It is pertinent to mention that during the submissions made by the project proponent before the 
Hon'ble High court of Karnataka in an Appeal, the further acquisitions required if any, shall be 
after the implementation of PRR-Phase 1 only as per final notification issued on dt.29-06-2007 
whereas the actions of the project proponent w.r.t the proposed project clearly violates the 
order issued and is nothing but contempt of court. Irony is, PRR Phase 1 acquisition is lapsed as 
per the statute provisions of BDA act itself since the scheme time limit of 5 years is lapsed and 
hence it cannot implement the same. Further, since the award is not made and paid to the land 
laser within the mandatory period of Land Acquisition Act 1894 or 2013, the acquisition lapses 
on that account also. If at all it needs to do, then the project proponent has to start from the 
beginning afresh from DPR, scheme, sanction, acquisition, award and implementation in 
accordance with law in force. 

None of the above-mentioned information are available in the draft EIA Report for the perusal 
of public to offer their comments. All the litigation w.r.t. the proposed project is because of the 
casual manner approach, non-application of mind and arbitrary decisions taken by the project 
proponent causing immense hardship to the land losers-the farmers in particular and the public 
in general is abuse of power. 

Even the provisions prescribed under Karnataka Town and Country Planning Act is not followed 
for the proposed project which is illegal and unauthorized wherein change in land use, change 
in land zone, Detailed Project Report, sanction from Government/relevant planning authority, 
ODP and CDP compliance are mandatory. 

The project proponent has disobeyed the orders of the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India and the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India and the Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka w.r.t. the proposed 
project. 

The diversion of 10.117 Ha (25 Acres) of forest land in Sy. No. 59 of Jarakabandekaval RF 
through which the proposed project traverses attracts the relevant Forest (Conservation) Act, 
1980 for which 14.60 Ha (36.10 Acres) of land is identified in Sy. No. 156 of Mantapa Village, 
Jigani Hobli, Anekal Taluk, Bangalore Urban District adjacent to Bannerghatta National Park 
as mentioned in the draft EIA report is reduced considerably from 10.12 Ha to 7.2 Ha during 
the presentation by the concerned consultant made on 18.08.200 details of which are not 
forthcoming which is incomplete details and suppression of material facts not available in the 
draft EIA report. 

The total number of 33,838 trees which fall within the 100 m RoW of the proposed project 
includes 9304 trees in TGR catchment area and 631 trees in Jarakabandekaval RF, both are 
declared as ESA, are shown against the chainage in Table 3.14 whereas the same Table 3.14 do 
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not show the chainage w.r.t. the locality/village name where the proposed project PRR 
alignment is considered which is suspicious, since, as commented by the Hon'ble Court/Tribunal 
earlier only around 2000 trees were considered whereas now 33,838 trees are proposed. 

Trees form an important part of Nature in helping all the living beings in one form or the other. 
Benefits of tree are absorption of Carbon-di-oxide CO2, release of Oxygen 02, different needs of 
livelihood, provides shade, helps to control water percolation, reduces ambient temperature, 
absorbs pollutants, carbon footprint, etc. are only a few. It is important to note that, structures 
can be built overnight using modern technology but NOT TREES which is a natural 
phenomenon. 

The draft EIA report mentions that the proposed project construction would be as per IRC 
guidelines. No where in the IRC guidelines, it says that TREES should be cut to carry out the 
construction for the proposed project in particular and for any project in general. IRC guidelines 
is only w.r.t. the specifications, designs, materials, load bearing, etc. for the construction of the 
proposed project. In the name of IRC guidelines TREES are cut for the sake of beautification of 
the project at the cost of ENVIRONMNET-trees, water body, ESA, fertile lands, is not at all 
acceptable. 

Also the proposed project traverses through fertile lands, plantations, water bodies, cemetery, 
etc, which is against the circular issued by the Government of Karnataka w.r.t. procedure to be 
followed for acquisition of lands required for any project. 
And also the statement issued by the concerned project proponent to the media says that the 
earlier Report survey and the present draft EIA Report survey are different? Meaning there is 
change in the PRR alignment which is deviating from the Scheme conceived during 20041! 
Hence, tere is an increase in the number of trees falling under the 100 m RoW of PRR proposed 
is nothing but incorrect data and suppression of material facts which is not disclosed to public 
as to the area/locality the PRR alignment passes through. 

The proposed project intersects the underground petroleum pipelines at two places viz; near 
Chikkabanahalli Village, Bangalore East Taluk and at Kasaghattapura Village, Bangalore 
North Taluk wherein Flyovers are proposed as per draft EIA report cannot be undertaken since 
there is a prohibition of any type of construction on RoW of 18 m above the running 
underground petroleum pipeline is nothing but false submission and information misleading 
the public. 

Similarly, the proposed project traverses along the underground petroleum pipelines parallelly 
at chainage from 28+000 km to 31+700 km near Bilishivale, Vaderahalli, Rampura and Adhuru 
villages which is at some places as close as 6m whereas the prohibition of any type of 
construction on RoW of 18 m above the running petroleum pipelines is violation of the relevant 
Acts in force which is untenable. 

The draft EIA report mentions that precautions will be taken at these places to avoid any 
untoward incidents/accidents during the implementation of the project, but, they fail to 
understand that when the statute do not permit them to do any.construction within RoW of 
18m above the running petroleum pipelines then the question of precautionary measures 
undertaken do not arise at all. Whether the petroleum pipelines are intersected or not an option 
of the project proponent to get away with the draft EIA Report under this pretext. 

Also, the flyovers are proposed over the waterbody which are coming in the way of the proposed 
project is violation of the orders of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, wherein, any construction within 
30m from the periphery of the water body is prohibited. When such is the condition, how can 
the project proponent build any construction (flyover) over the waterbody is questionable that 
too at the behest of the sector specific accredited expert consultant shows the pathetic 
combination of the proposed proponent, consultant and other departments/agencies involved 
in the same. How will the project proponent rehabilitate the aquatic, avian and animals during 
the construction phase is left to ONE’s imagination once their habitat is disturbed and 
continuously disturbed due to operation phase which would keep on increasing with the 
increase in the traffic over a period of time with the increase in vehicles that too heavy vehicles 
as estimated in the draft EIA Report. 


sh 


32, The once city of lakes is losing its importance due to rampant and haphazard development of 
infrastructure in the name of public purpose is non application of mind by the Government and 
the project proponent. Its action reflect that the water body is encroached upon under the guise 
of flyover over the water body for public purpose and slowly dry up the same and use it for 
residential/ commercial activities shows their malafide intention cannot be accepted. 

33, Throughout the draft EIA Report, the project proponent submits that all the compliance of the 
directions of the Honorable Supreme Court and the Hon'ble National Green Tribunal is met with 
along with the ToR’s issued by SEIAA during lis pendence. It is pertinent to mention that the 
SEIAA is a non-jurisdictional authority and the project proponent has approached a non- 
jurisdictional authority to appraise the proposed project is against the EIA Notification 2006 in 
force. Also, contempt of court orders issued by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India which says 
the fresh Rapid EIA Report to be done in compliance of the EIA Notification 2006 and also the 
orders of the said Court covering all deficiencies and additional precautions accounted for the 
prevailing state of the environment. 

34, It is important to note that there is nothing like ‘RAPID’ EIA Report mentioned in EIA 
Notification 2006 in force. Probably what the Hon'ble Tribunal/court meant is to prepare fresh 
EIA Report without any further waste of time as per EIA notification 2006. 

35, The mitigation measure envisaged in the ESA is absurd since in the draft EIA Report it says there 
is no river crossing for the proposed project but in the same draft EIA Report it mentions that 
checkdams would be constructed across the water flow! It seems that the draft EIA report 
projects all fancy and CATCHY WORDS/JORGANS available to suit the mitigation measures are 
USED SELECTIVELY only to get away with the EIA process is nothing but misleading, incorrect 
factual data and false information. 

36. As mentioned in the draft EIA Report the NOISE levels are already outside the prescribed limits 
in the present state if environment where there is no vehicular movement. Imagine the plight of 
the environment when the vehicular traffic starts invading the environment from construction 
phase and do so continuously during operation phase which would increase over a period of 
time as the heavy vehicles traffic increases irrespective of day or night time. 


Compliance: 


The process of obtaining Environmental Clearance for the project is as per the EIA 
Notification, 2006 & its subsequent amendments and the directions of the Hon'ble Supreme 
Court. Further, the Hon'ble Supreme Court vide its Judgement dt: 17.03.2020 directed to 
prepare fresh EIA studies for the project. However, the judgement did not specifically direct 
to submit a fresh application to MoEF&CC. Since, the earlier Environmental Clearance was 
issued by the SEIAA, Karnataka; BDA had submitted the application for obtaining ToRs from 
SEIAA, Karnataka. Further, as per the EIA Notification, the project shall be appraised by the 
Ministry due to applicability of General Conditions upon transfer of file from SEIAA, 
Karnataka to MoEF&CC. 


The Environmental Public Hearing has been conducted three times for the proposed project 
as per the guidelines issued in EIA Notification, 2006 and its subsequent amendments. The 
First Public Hearing was conducted on 18.08.2020 amidst the COVID-19 pandemic situation. 
However, it was conducted as per the guidelines issued by the BBMP and the MoEF&CC 
following all requisite precautionary protocols and social distancing. Further, keeping in 
view of the restrictions in social gatherings, the Second Virtual Public Consultation was also 
conducted amidst the pandemic situation on 23.09.2020 as per the guidelines of MoEF&CC to 
obtain the views of the public. In addition to this, a third physical public hearing was also 
conducted on 13.07.2022 as per the judgement of the Hon'ble High Court dt: 23.02.2021. 
therefore, it can be said that all the three Environmental Public Consultations has been 
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conducted as per the guidelines and there is no deviation in the protocol involved in 
conducted the public hearings. 


Further, there is also a provision in the EIA Notification to submit an application seeking 
amendment to the already obtained ToRs if there is any change in the project configuration. 
Hence, the same was obtained from SEIAA, Karnataka due to change in the length of PRR 
alignment and the extent of area proposed for acquisition of land. Upon updating the revised 
details in the Draft EIA/EMP Report, the same was submitted to KSPCB for conducting a fresh 
Public Hearing for the third time so that there shall be no confusion amongst the public 
regarding the project. Further, it can be informed that it is not mandatory that BDA approach 
the Supreme Court for change in project configuration or the categorization of the project 
upon the issue of its Judgement. 


3. Sri. M. Nagabhushan, S/o late M. Krishnaiah, Aged 64 years, Residing at Avanti Farms, Sy. No. 
71, Madanayakanahalli, Bengaluru-562162. 


Objection/comments: 


1. | the under signed is filing this objection to your notification referred above, by which BDA sought 
to acquire various lands including my lands mentioned above. | am the owner in possession and 
enjoyment of agricultural lands bearing Sy. Nos.76/1 measuring 3 acres 19 Guntas and Sy. No 76/2 
measuring 4 acres 3 Guntas of Tataduguddadahalli, Dasanpura hobli, Bengaluru North Taluk. 


2. I state that’a preliminary notification under section 28(1) of the KIADB Act, 1966 dated 
29.01.2003 was issued notifying among other lands my lands in its entirety for the purposes of 
project called “Bangalore- Mysore Infrastructure corridor Project”. However, myself and many 
others have challenged the said preliminary notification as vast extent of land was notified for the 
BMICP Project, in W. P. No. 46078/2003. The learned single judge of the Hon'ble High Court of 
Karnataka, by a common judgement dated 18.12.2003 including W. P. No. 46078/2003 has partly 
allowed and ordered that the acquisition in respect of only peripheral road, link road etc. i.e. 60% of 
the lands acquired was upheld and for the remaining lands 40% has been quashed. The said common 
judgement of the learned judge was challenged by me in writ Appeal no. 703/2004 and similarly, 
the KIADB filed W.A.No.72/2004. In the meantime, the KIADB has issued final declaration under 
section 28(4) of the KIAD Act on 30.3.2004. The division bench of the Hon’ble High court of 
Karnataka, by its judgement dated 28.02.2005 allowed the writ appeal No. 72/2004 and connected 
appeals and upheld the acquisition proceedings by setting aside the order of the learned single Judge. 


3. Being aggrieved by the order of the division Bench, I have approached the Hon'ble supreme court 
of India in Civil appeal No. 3492-94/2005. However, the Hon’ble Supreme Court dismissed the said 
civil Appeals. 


4, Therefore, I have filed W.P.No.1028/2007 before the Honb'le High court of Karnataka challenging 
the acquisition proceedings both 28(1) & (4) of KIAD ACT 1966. The same came to be dismissed on 
28.05.2007, against which I have filed W.A. No. 1192/2007, the same also came to be dismissed on 
23.07.2010 by the division Bench of the Honb'le High court of Karnataka. Being aggrieved by the 
dismissal of my writ Appeal No. 1192/2007, I have approached the Honb'le supreme court of India 
by filing special Leave petition in SLP No.2691/2010. The Honb'le Supreme Court of India, upon 
hearing, granted leave and the said case has been registered as Civil Appeal No.1215/2011. After 
hearing the matter at length, by a judgement dated 02.02.2011 the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India 
dismissed the said Civil Appeal by imposing cost of Rs. 10,00,000/- on me and I have paid the said 
cost as directed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India. 


uv @ 


5. The Nandi Infrastructure Corridor Project limited have initiated contempt proceedings in 
contempt petition no.139/2012 in Civil Appeal No. 1215/2011. In the said Contempt proceedings, 
the Government of Karnataka had filed an affidavit before the Hon’ble Supreme Court and has 
clearly mentioned, specifically referring to the Civil Appeal No.1215/2011 filed by me and stated 
that the State Government was not directed to hand over the land in question to the project 
Company. In fact in the affidavit dated 14.06.2012 in para 9 7 10 of the affidavit of the then M N 
Vidyahsnkar, has stated that the land in Sy No.76/1 & 76/2, of Thotada Guddadahalli Village i.e. my 
land does not fall in alignment of the road and also in the missing link and is distance away from the 
Peripheral road. Further in para 10 of the affidavit it is stated that my lands are form of 776 acres 
of excess land in section “A” and High Level Committee has already taken a decision not to transfer 
these lands to the Project company. The land thereafter, again brought to the notice of the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court of India including my land cannot be handed over to the NICE Project Company, on 
the ground that they have handed over excess lands as against the requirement of the land for the 
project. Thereafter, from 2004 till date neither the award is passed nor possession was taken from 
me in respect of both the aforesaid lands. Accordingly the said contempt proceedings were closed by 
the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India. Further another contempt proceeding contempt proceeding 
contempt petition No.(C) No.144/2006 in C A No.3492-3494/2005 for implementing the project also 
came to be dismissed on 18.07.2019. Now the Sub-Committee constituted by the Government of 
Karnataka recommended that the excess lands notified were ordered to be dropped from the 
acquisition proceedings. As such | am the absolute owner in possession of the entire lands in Sy 
No76/1 & 76/2. 


6. | state that as my lands are not required for the Project and possession was not taken nor award 
was passed. However the name of the KIADB was entered in RTC’s. as no award is passed, my name 
is required to be restored in my name. Hence it is just and necessary to delete name of KIADB and to 
change the Khata in respect of both my lands, in my name. Since 2010 the name of the KIADB is 
reflecting in the RTCs in respect of both the lands in Sy. No 76/1 and 76/2, in all measuring 7 acres 
22 Guntas of Tataduguddadahalli village, Dasanpura Hobli, Bengaluru North Taluk. | state that even 
today, | am in possession and enjoyment of the said lands in question and carrying on agricultural 
and Horticultural activities and there are standing arecanut, banana, teak and silver oak trees, and 
250 Neem trees. 


7. Now the Bangalore Development Authority is proposing to acquire my lands bearing Sy. Nos 76/1 
measuring 1 acres 12.5 Guntas and Sy. No.76/2 measuring 2 acres 7.25 Guntas. The said lands are 
notified for the purposes of formation of Peripheral Ring road part-1(PRR-1)"Nice integration 
Tumkur Road” and the notification is issued under section 17(1) of the BDA act, 1976 it is mentioned 
that the Khatedar/Anubhavadhar owner of my lands in Sy No 76/1 & 76/2 is KIADB. It is shocking 
that the KIADB cannot be the owner nor the Khatedar nor Anubhavadhar, since no award is passed, 
no compensation is paid to me, though the land acquisition was upheld as early as in the year 2005 
by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. Even today officially possession was not taken. 


8. Therefore, it is just and necessary to remove the name of the KIADB from the records and to 
continue my name in the RTCs and revenue records. 


9, I state that I am deprived of my legitimate rights in enjoying my properties since 2002 and more 
particularly from the year 2004. From 2011 onwards, there is no progress and in fact, as stated 
above, the Government of Karnataka itself has made a statement before the Hon’ble supreme court 
in the contempt proceedings in Contempt Petition No.139/2012, in the affidavit dated 14.06.2012, 
that it is not going to hand over the Possession and the NICE cannot seek transfer of excess land. 
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10. The BDA & KIADB are stated owned organisations, such it is just and necessary to continue my 
name in the acquisition proceedings. Otherwise, BDA will pay compensation to KIADB and there | 
have to fight litigation. Having regard to sufferings undergone by me since the year 2002 now it is 
20 years, I could not enjoy my property as owner and exploit the benefit to my family, now because 
of indifferent attitude again I have to suffer, hence I earnestly request you to issue corrigendum and 
continue with acquisition in respect of my lands notified for acquisition, in my name. 


Therefore, | humbly request you to take steps to show my name in the acquisition proceedings issued 
under the provisions of BDA Act 1976 and remove all encumbrances such as notifications issued by 
the Government of Karnataka, Department of Commerce & Industries under Section 28(1) and28(4) 
of the KIADB Act (Karnataka Act 18/1966) and to enter and continue my name in the revenue 
records. Please note that inspite of this objections and request, ifyou continue the name of KAIDB as 
Khatedar and Anubhavadhar, in the acquisition proceedings, | will be left with no other remedies 
except approaching the courts of law at your cost and risk. 


Compliance: 


It is hereby informed that the public shall interact with the Revenue Department for change 
in the ownership of the said land being acquired by BDA for PRR and submit the same for 
onward provision of compensation. 


4, Narasareddy U, Site owners of KEB Layout, Harohalli, Yelahanka, Bengaluru 
Objection/comments: 


We the site owners of KEB Layout Yelahanka and in possession and enjoyment of site allotted at KEB 
Layout carved out of the Sy. No. 18&19, situated at Harohalli Village, Yelahanka Hobli, previous 
Bengaluru North Taluk presently Yelahanka Taluk, Bengaluru Urban District. The said land has 
been converted vide Official Memorandum No. B.DIS.ALN.SR(N) 218/1991-92 dated 20.04.1992 
issued by the Deputy Commissioner Bengaluru District. 


However, your kind authority has notified our KEB Layout Yelahanka for acquisition in order to put 
up the Toll Plaza in my property vide preliminary Notification No. BDA/SLAO-2/177/2021-22 dated 
18.04.2022 and published in the Official Gazette on 06.05.2022. Your kind authority has failed to 
notice that some of the residential buildings have come up in the layout. 


The society has obtained approved plan, conversion order to allot sites to us. In order to purchase 
site and construct home we have availed a loan from various sources. We are the retired employees 
and in our life time savings, we have constructed home. Request you not to disturb the Constructed 
buildings by planning Toll Plaza at Sy. No. 18 & 19 of Harohalli Village, Yelahanka. 


I would like to bring to your kind notice that before and after our property along the side of the 
peripheral ring road, entire land is vacant, in spite of the same, subordinate officers of your authority 
has planned Toll Plaza in the well-developed KEB Layout, Yelahanka. 


I further bring to your kind notice that from Bengaluru to Doddaballapura state Highway entire 
land along side of Peripheral Ring Road till the end of Bengaluru- Chikkaballapura Railway Line, 
entire land is fully vacant and there is no construction made therein, however, without proper 
enquiry/survey your subordinate officers have acquired KEB Layout, Yelahanka for Toll Plaza. 


As such I request your kind authority to consider my representation and drop toll plaza at KEB 
layout, Yelahanka from the acquisition for proceedings in the interest of juice. 


eve. 


Compliance: 


The possibility for shifting the Toll Plaza as described shall be explored prior to 
implementation of the project. 


5. Farmers Committee against Land Acquisition for PRR 


There are hundreds of farmers and residents against the implementation of PRR. The Police Officers 
arrested all the protestors while conducting a strike in front of the BDA Office on 12.07.2022 and 
made them stay at Adugodi Playground with strict Police force. Even here we are continuing the 
protest and hunger strike. BDA and KSPCB by subjecting to the PRR proposal have called for the 
Public Consultation without bringing to the notice of the farmers and the residents which is illegal. 


In continuation to this, as per the BDA Act, it has been 18 years since the project has been planned 
and the time span for implementation of PRR has been expired. It is illegal to proceed with the 
process of the implementation of the project. The act of not providing the compensation and the 
rehabilitation provision for the farmers and the residents involved with the project is also considered 
a violation of the Constitution. We would want to express few things regarding environmental 
protection and the farmers and the residents would also want to provide many suggestions along 
with objections and disputes with respect to the project. 


Negative response. BDA had submitted the Revised Draft EIA/EMP Report along with English 
& Kannada Executive Summaries and requested the Karnataka State Pollution Control Board 
(KSPCB) on 29.04.2022 to conduct Environmental Public Hearing along the project 
alignment. 


As per the EIA Notification, 2006 and its subsequent amendments, the KSPCB published about 
the Environmental Public Hearing in the Kannada Daily newspaper “Hosa Digantha” and 
English Daily newspaper “The Hindu” on 12.06.2022 regarding the project by inviting the 
responses orally/writing/e-mail to KSPCB/Chairman, District Environmental Public Hearing 
Committee, Bengaluru Urban District from the concerned persons having plausible stake in 
the environmental aspects of the project or activity within 30 days from the date of 
publication of the paper notification. Further, as per the EIA Notification, the Public 
Consultation was conducted on 13.07.2022 after 30 days from the date of issue of Paper 
Notification. Hence, there was sufficient time and awareness regarding the public 
consultation. 


The Hon'ble Supreme Court vide its Judgement dt:20.01.2022 clarified that since LA Act has 
been incorporated into the BDA Act so far as they are applicable, the provisions of 2013 Act 
are not applicable for the acquisitions made under the BDA Act. Thus, BDA vide Government 
Order no. UDD 214 MNJ 2018 Bangalore dt: 21.02.2022, the land acquisition activities and 
compensation process will be carried out as per the Judgement of the Hon'ble Supreme Court 
or as decided by the Cabinet Ministry during Land Acquisition process. The Compensation 
will be paid as per the BDA Act, 1976 (as per the provisions of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894), 
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CHANBAPUR: 


Consultants 


Environmental Health & Safety Consultants Pvt. Ltd., 


[QCI-NABET ACCREDITED & ISO 9001:2015 Certified Organization] 
No. 174, New No. 13/2, 14t* ‘E’ Cross 
Agrahara Dasarahalli, Bengaluru - 560 044. KA 
e-mail: ehscbIr1974@gmail.com 
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